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Abstract of the Thesis 
The problem of delinquency has been around long enough to 
generate sizeable body of research, but the concept and etiology 
of delinquency still remain as obscure and confusing as ever. 
Researchers have noted, therefore, that the term delinquency has 
been so abused that it has practically no meaning. The term de-
linquency means different things to different people. Some say it 
is an artificial concept, while others are inclined to believe that 
delinquency is a mental illness just as psychosis and neurosis are. 
In the present study delinquency was also viewed as being largely 
a matter of social and cultural values, standards, and practices. 
For instance, a specific behavior in a society may be accepted or 
tolerated, while in another society the same behavior may be 
punished. Thus the same behavior in two different societies with 
two different social norms may bring about two different conse-
quences . 
Contrary to the widely held belief that delinquency is a 
product of a particular subculture, neighborhood, or community, 
it was argued that delinquents come from all segments of our 
society. Environmental conditions, however, may make some sections 
of our society more susceptible than others. Nevertheless, "major-
ity of research on delinquency has involved lower class population; 
middle class and upper class delinquents pose an uninvestigated 
problem for current theorists," (Miller, 1970, p. 121). 
Insofar as classification of pathological behavior, there is 
growing empirical evidence to indicate that psychiatric diagnosis is 
impractical and the system itself is premature. An alternative 
method of personality assessment—functional analysis of behavior— 
was considered because of the questionable validity of diagnostic 
system, inappropriateness of disease (medical) anology to social 
behavior, and the fact that there appears no relationship between 
diagnosis and the response to psychiatric treatment. 
Some basic differences between psychodynamic and behavioral 
approaches to personality assessment were observed. For example, 
clinical psychologists argue that individuals have stable response 
dispositions (traits) and, as a result, they (individuals) do not 
have an effective control over them. While behaviorists intend to 
prove that all behaviors are learned, and that a behavior is a func-
tion of environmental conditions (reinforcers). Thus, clinical 
psychologists emphasize on what the individual "has" and behavior-
ists emphasize on what the individual "does". 
The present study, being exploratory in nature, was intended 
to explore two aspects of delinquency: (1) etiology of delinquency 
with reference to psycho-social (environmental) conditions, and 
(2) personality characteristics of delinquents that would supposed-
ly differentiate them from nondelinquents. In order to investi-
gate these aspects of delinquency, it was decided not to follow 
any particular theoretical model of personality or to formulate any 
hypotheses or hypothetical guidelines. ^ 
The study was confined to male delinquents and male non-
delinquents. The two groups were thoroughly matched on the follow-
ing variables: age, IQ, education, family income, religion, and 
area of residence. A total of one hundred delinquents and one 
hundred non-delinquents was selected for the study. 
Both experimental and control group subjects were individually 
administered the following tests: Case History Proforma, Bhatia's 
Battery of Performance Tests of Intelligence, and the Rorschach 
test. Interview and test procedures, including the examiner, were 
the same for both groups. 
The results of the case history questionnaire clearly indicated 
that there was a significant difference between the two groups, in-
sofar as their environmental conditions. Some of the major differ-
ences could be summarized as follows. Compared with non-delinquents, 
delinquents' family and home conditions, their parents' attitudes, 
practices, and their own (parents) history of physical and emotional 
problems and relationship between parents were found to be inadequate, 
unwholesome, and extremely poor. Disciplinary measures taken by 
delinquents' parents were harsher, more drastic and less reasonable. 
More delinquents than non-delinquents disliked their sckools, and 
the incidence of misbehavior in schools among delinquents was much 
higher than their counterparts. Community was another situation 
where sharp differences were noted between the two groups. Interest-
ingly enough, there were situations, places, and people in the 
community that were found to provide the kind of environment where 
undesirable behavior in children could be both produced and main-
tained . 
As to the personality characteristics of delinquents and non-
delinquents, no significant differences were found between the two 
groups' Rorschach records. 
Results of the case history questionnaire and the Rorschach 
test seem to indicate two things. First, environmental conditions 
play a dominant role in shaping the behavior (prosocial or asocial) 
of the individual. And functional analysis of behavior can help 
professionals explain why, how, where, and when a behavior occurs 
and how a behavior can be maintained or eliminated. Secondly, 
clinical and empirical usefulness of personality tests should be 
carefully scrutinized and evaluated. Because these tests are 
based on hypothetical propositions and not on any proven princi-
ples of personality theory. And the hypothesis that personality 
characteristics are stable regardless of situational variables 
has been found unsupported. The results of the Rorschach test in 
the present study also lend support to previous research findings 
that personality characteristics of one specific group can 
be found in other diagnostic groups as well. In conclusion, it 
was suggested that a search for personality dynamics that sup-
posedly control individual's behavior is perhaps a futile pursuit. 
Instead, a much more fruitful approach would be to investigate 
the learning contingencies associated with specific .behavior and 
the reinforcement mechanisms maintaining that behavior. 
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CHAPTER I 
CONCEPT OF DELINQUENCY 
The past five decades have produced enormous number and variety 
of studies in the field of juvenile delinquency. Whether or not these 
studies have been of any help, insofar as understanding juvenile 
delinquency, remains debatable. Because "the term 'juvenile delinquency' 
has been so abused and bandied about that it has practically no meaning 
professionally, as a research medium, as an explanation of causation, 
or as a basis for treatment. No two people using the term (delinquency) 
have the same concept of it, including psychiatrists, psychologists, 
social workers, and members of all other professions concerned with 
diverse problems'," suggests Steiner (1960, p. 1). 
When one reviews the literature of juvenile delinquency he imme-
diately encounters contradictory theories, opinions, and conclusions 
offered by many competent researchers in the field. Perhaps because 
the term delinquency itself is vague, ambiguous, lacks operational 
definition and therefore means different things to different people. 
To a lawyer or a law enforcement agency delinquency is "what the law 
says it is','V remarks Rubin (1949, p. 15). Rubin's remark may be per-
haps described as his wishful thinking. Because delinquency, as it 
has been described in legal and professional literatures, may include 
almost any deviant behavior of a youth. Many investigators including 
this one have observed that it is largely a matter of jurisdictional 
accident and individual community practices that eventually determine 
whether a child falls into one category or another (Robison, 1936). 
It appears reasonable then to believe that there exists not only dis-
agreement between legal authorities and the so called authorities on 
delinquency, but there are some formidable difficulties as to where 
delinquency begins and where it ends. 
Although the legal definition of juvenile delinquency varies from 
one country to another, we in India do not seem to have any^legal 
definition of delinquency. Perhaps the British common law is easy and 
simple. It regards delinquency as an act that, if committed by an 
adult, would be considered criminal. Under our present existing laws 
or legal codes any child becomes a delinquent, should the courts decide 
so. On the other hand, the general attitude of the community and fam-
ilies toward children with certain behavior problems, the character 
of the social agencies in the community, and most of all the community's 
policies of referral for such children are the factors that deter-
mine whether tor not a child is delinquent. In her study of adolescence, 
however, Farnham (1951) explains the dangers involved in community 
standards"... No one is delinquent who merely cheats on his income 
tax or examinatian (unless caught), but anyone who steals an automo-
bile or who holds up a bar or shoots his little brother is unquestion-
ably so. So also is any girl who has an illegitimate child or has 
a career of sexual promiscuity even though she avoids pregnancy. So 
too are the chronic truants and the pilferers as well as the unman-
ageable and incorrigible youngsters who rebel against the intolerable 
homes in which every fundamental of human decency is violated• These 
are the problems that are recognized and cause consternation" (p. 147), 
We believe therefore that these social standards, conventions, mores, 
practices and organizations are not only highly variable but extremely 
vulnerable and subject to evaluation and examination from within and 
outside. 
To paraphrase Kvaraceus (1964) the differences from culture to 
culture and country to country regarding delinquent acts and penalties 
merely indicate the division and discrepancy that exist between the 
definition of delinquency and what should be done about it. In fact, 
Bovet (1951) , one of the leading authorities in the field of delin-
quency believes that the term delinquency is "artificial". 
Vaguely defined as it is, the term delinquency could perhaps be 
broken down into two mutually non-exclusive categories, namely, 
"behavior problem child and pre-delinquent" and the "delinquent". 
This breakdown would not necessarily alleviate the confusion, but it 
might help us avoid the misleading statistics on delinquency. For 
example, an emotionally disturbed child who in an extremely anxiety-
provoking situation physically assaults some one may be taken to a 
clinician or possibly to aboardir^-school. The same emotional problem 
in a slum child might very well result in his being brought to a chil-
dren's court. When compiling the data on delinquency the first child 
may rarely be counted as a statistic, while the second child may be 
regarded as a significant part of our data collection. In addition. 
the second child not the first one becomes the subject matter of some 
sociologists' and psychologists' study. As a consequence, the etio-
logy and patterns of delinquency, if there are any, remain inconspicuous 
and unravelled. Because "the majority of research on delinquency has 
involved lower class population; middle class and upper class delin-
quents pose an uninvestigaged problem for current theorists," observes 
Miller (1970, p.121). It is because of these researches that laymen 
as well as social and legal agencies are inclined to believe that dis-
organized and poor families and communities that lack resources to 
properly care and control their children are producing a large number 
of delinquents who are officially adjudicated. But contrary to this 
widely held belief, juvenile delinquents are not essentially members 
of our society's lowest class, economically, culturally, socially, and 
mentally. Rather they come from all and every segment of our society. 
Indeed some communities or groups may be more susceptible than others 
in reinforcing their juveniles' delinquency. In 1952 Bloch conducted 
a survey of 340 college students. In response to his questionnaire 
given to these students, almost 91 percent of them admitted that they 
deliberately committed offenses against the law. Interestingly enough 
this group of students came from better than average middle class 
homes. And in an extension of the study which included successful pro-
fessional men and women, including considerably high percentage of 
physicians and lawyers, it was found that even greater percentage of 
these professionals admitted to having committed in their youth all 
kinds of delinquencies and more serious offenses. 
Unfortunately once a child is apprehended and exposed to the 
legal proceedings of the court, regardless of how well intentioned 
and sincere these procedures may be, the child faces a shattering 
experience in his life which is critically hazardous. The psycholog-
ical damage done to these children has been investigated by Duncan 
(1969). He found that "...stigma resulting from being officially 
labeled as 'delinquent' increases the probability of engaging in further 
delinquent behavior....(they) distinctly expressed a feeling of iden-
tification and kinship (with other delinquents). The boy can soon 
learn that while his 'goodness' is obscured by the stigma of being 
labeled 'delinquent' his 'badness' gains prompt recognition and atten-
tion" (p. 41) . 
How old is a delinquent? When it comes to distinguishing between 
delinquents and non-delinquents, particularly when this distinction 
involved children, the criterian is not only arbitrary but heavily de-
pendent upon the inaccurate and often times bogus statistics. None-
theless, here we are talking about those juveniles who are apprehended 
and adjudged by judicial authorities as delinquents. It is these delin-
quents who help the statisticians or researchers determine the age 
levels, etiological factors, types of delinquency, personality make-up, 
and social conditions. 
We call this distinction arbitrary because the age levels of 
these adjudged delinquents within which they fall depend, to a great 
extent, upon legal definition and customary practices which are highly 
variable. In most countries, including India, however, most juvenile 
delinquents fall within the age range of 12-19 years. In the United 
States offenses are considered juvenile if they occur between ages 7 
to 16 or 21 years, varying with the states. The judicial authorities 
in India have often crossed the lower as well as upper age limits for 
practical purposes. This age range applies especially to delinquent 
boys. Insofar as delinquent girls, no statistics, accurate or inaccu-
rate, are available in India. To begin with, there is a very insignifi-
cant number of girls who have been brought to court and convicted. 
According to Vatankhah (1970), "The negligible delinquency rate of 
girls shows the power of firmly established community attitudes" 
(p. 70). Our culture, including our judicial system, has a built-in 
"protective attitude" towards girls. Unless the severity of the offense 
is of such a magnitude that it might arouse public reaction and call 
for legal action, the girl must not be called a delinquent (offically). 
It is the basic roles and values that our culture has assigned to boys 
and girls that we have come to expect certain types of misbehaviors 
on the part of boys only. In the United States, for instance, from 
1950-1952 far more boys (approximately 5 times more frequently) than 
girls were apprehended for offenses. (U.S. Juvenile Court Statistics, 
1950-52). Nevertheless, when one examines the consistently higher 
rate of delinquency in boys than girls, he must use certain amount of 
precautions. 
It is obvious, on the basis of what we have discussed thus far, 
that a delinquent behavior (offense) is something which is largely a 
matter of cultural definition and a consequence of the standards. 
practices, and pressure of the community. The nature and frequency 
of offenses reflect the attitude and values attached to these behav-
iors. Despite the fact that different communities may have different 
standards, these offenses do indicate a discernible pattern in their 
character. Some of the most commonly known delinquencies are: 
truancy, stealing, sex offenses, assault, housebreaking, arson, robbery, 
forgery, offense against public order, drunkenness, drug addiction, 
being ungovernable, act of carelessness or mischief, carrying a weapon, 
murder, etc.,etc. As stated earlier the frequency of these offenses 
may vary between the communities and also between the cultures. Since 
statistics on offenses committed by juvenile delinquents in India are 
not available or compiled, there is no way we can arrange these offenses 
in order of their frequency. According to Srivastava (1963), however, 
the second most common juvenile offense in India is vagrancy. One of 
the most celebrated studies in the field of delinquency done by Glueck 
and Glueck (1950) puts stealing and/or robbery as the most frequently 
committed offense. Whereas housebreaking was on the top of the list 
provided by D.C. Juvnile Courts (1957), Gibbens (1961) believes that 
"perhaps the most important changes affecting the statistics of prev-
alence are the trends in definition of delinquency" (p. 18). 
Etiology and Patterns 
(Characteristics of Personality) 
Before we discuss any etiological aspects of delinquency we 
would like to make it extremely clear that the present study was in 
no way set out to explore and critically evaluate the voluminous 
literature on delinquency, its definition and causes. There are two 
possible explanations for this deviant behavior. First, the present 
study was not intended to be a theoretical research endeavor. Sec-
ondly, the juvenile delinquency literature abounds with studies 
(Ashley-Montagu, 1941; Eissler, 1949; Goddard, 1915; Hooton, 1939; 
Murchlson, 1926; Sheldon, 1949; Tulchln, 1939; Bordua, 1960; Glueck, 
1959; Glueck et al., 1950; Robison, 1960; Sellln, 1938; Shaw et al., 
1931; Bovet, 1951; Glueck et al,, 1936; Healy and Bronner, 1936; 
Tappan, 1952; Cohen, 1951; Lundberg, 1947) on the etiology of delin-
quency. We shall be making passing references, however, of these and 
other studies when and if deemed necessary. 
The kind of confusion and ambiguity we have seen, while trying 
to pinpoint what delinquency is, one would hardly expect professibnals 
to come up with one most agreed upon etiology of delinquency, whatever 
that may be. However, most professionals would agree,1 that in order to 
come up with a scientific explanation of the cause or etiology of delin-
quency, the researcher must be able to define the word "delinquency" 
operationally. But more often than not, researchers have defined 
(not operationally though) the term delinquency to suit their own needs, 
which would essentially Illuminate their belief, background and 
orientation ,(Tunley, 1962). 
The term delinquency has been consistently referred to and used 
as a diagnostic classification. It is a "diagnostic label" just as 
schizophrenia, "...delinquency is also a measure of mental health, 
just as psychosis and suicide are," says Murphy (1965, p. 7). On the 
other hand researchers, including clinicians and diagnosticians (Ward, 
et al., 1962; Ash, 1949; Rotter, 1954; Freedman, 1958; Windle, 1952; 
Kanfer and Saslow, 1969), question the relevance and reliability of 
any psychiatric diagnoses. Zigler and Phillips (1961) while discussing 
the necessary ingredients for an adequate diagnostic classification, 
assert that an etiologically oriented closed system of diagnosis is 
premature. The current diagnostic system, as we know, has been bor-
rowed from medicine and has been extensively used by clinicians and 
psychiatrists. In other words, itls a medical- model where a diagnos-
tic label would be a necessary requirement, as far as treatment, for a 
diagnosis leads to the origin of the difficulty and the future course 
of illness. In addition, diagnosis helps bring together the accumulated 
knowledge to understand the pathological process which leads to the 
manifestation of symptoms (Kanfer and Saslow, 1969). Thus, in short, 
diagnosis means a precise statement of the Illness leading to the 
cause, treatment and prognosis. 
Szasz (1961) challenged the appropriateness of disease analogy 
to social behavior. Szasz is one of the few noted writers who has 
written widely on the current misuse of the notion of mental illness. 
In 1960 he viewed medical model as useless, and inadequate because he 
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believes that psychiatry should be exclusively concerned with the 
problems of living and not with diseases of the brain or other bio-
logical organs. He proclaimed that "mental illness is a myth, whose 
function is to disguise and thus render more palatable the bitter pill 
of moral conflict in human relations" (1960, p.118). While discussing 
causal process, Bandura (1969) noted: "Most personality theorists 
eventually discarded the notion that deviant behavior is manifestation 
of an underlying mental disease, but they nevertheless unhesitatingly 
label anomalous behaviors as sjmptoms and caution against the danger 
of symptoms substitution" (p. 2). Since medically rooted psychiatrists 
always dominate the field of psychiatry, modification of social de-
viance (e.g., delinquency) became a medical specialty, with the result 
that persons exhibiting , atypical behavior are labeled "patients 
suffering from a mental illness, and they generally are treated in 
medically oriented facilities" (Bandura, 1969, p. 2). It is well to 
remember here, however, that there is no relationship between psychia-
tric diagnosis and the response to treatment (Kanfer and Saslow, 1969; 
Frank, 1965, Freedman, 1958; McPartland and Richart, 1966). 
The diagnostic labels of the so-called descriptions of deviant 
behaviors are nothing more than value judgments. These behavioral 
labels do not contain any information whatsoever about causal determi-
nants. The questions that readily come to one's mind are: Is it the 
act (an offense when detected) that classifies a person as delinquent 
or is it his personality? Or is it^  both? Are there any personality 
patterns of those who manifest undesirable (pathological) behaviors? 
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Or is it that a behavior in itself neither good nor bad, it Is the 
situations under which it occurs determine its true significance? 
Throughout our discussion we have frequently used the word 
"behavior". What is a behavior to a psychologist whose approach tends 
to be scientific in nature? Behavior is what an organism does - be 
it overt or covert. Hilgard (1962) says that behaviors are "those 
activities of an organism that can be observed by another organism or 
by an experimenter's instrument" (p. 614). If the behavior can be 
objectively observed and measured, then it becomes possible to predict 
under what condition that same behavior may be expected to occur. 
That may be the scientific basis of behavior. The prediction of fu,ture 
events is always expected of a scientific study. The value of science 
is doubly increased if the prediction method is reliable and valid 
(Schaefer and Martin, 1969). What in effect is being proposed here is 
that behavior is subject tu lawful causal!Ly—(Skiuuei, 1955^56).—fcel: 
us say for example, opening the door is a behavior. Whether or not 
the door opens often depends on some one turning a knob and pushing 
or pulling the door. What an organism does, brings about an effect 
in some way. Putting a few coins in a coke machine would result in 
a can of coke. These examples indicate something fundamental about 
behavior, and that is, behavior operates upon the environment-"operant 
behaviors" (Skinner, 1938, 1953). Behavior has consequences too. Be-
haviors (responses) would continue to occur if they keep receiving the 
reinforcement* They cease to occur if followed by no consequence 
(reinforcement) or neutral stimuli (Michael and Myerson, 1962). 
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Psychodynamlc theories of personality intend to depict a deviant 
behavior of an individual as being caused by internal determinants 
and that the individual is unable to either recognize or control them. 
Hence the emphasis is on what the individual "has" and not what he 
"does". These theories assume that individuals have generalized and 
fairly stable response dispositions. Based on this basic assumption 
individuals with deviant behaviors are classified as sick, crazy, 
mentally deranged, delinquent, psychopath and so on and so forth. Con-
trary to this approach, behavioral approaches assume that these response 
patterns are dependent upon environmental contingencies. The trouble 
with psychodynamic approaches is that the internal determinants can 
not be induced to experimentation, for they are dubious and not stated 
in refutable forms. Since they cannot be produced under laboratory 
conditions, they enjoy the immunity to empirical verification. 
The intensity of the underlying pathology is determined by the 
extent of behavioral deficit — the greater the deficit the more ex-
tensive will be the underlying psychopathology. But the extent of 
deficit or deviancy is arbitrary, relativistic, and above all sub-
jective. Therefore, to a behaviorist, symptoms are nothing more than 
evaluative responses from others — purely a social judgment based on 
normative standard of the society. Then there are degrees and con-
sequences of a deviant behavior. Deviancy that brings about aversive 
consequences is labeled abnormal. Whereas deviancy that causes pos-
itive or neutral consequences is likely to be rewarded or tolerated. 
But then who is to decide what is the acceptable behavior? Within a 
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culture or subculture people have different behavior standards. 
"... From the perspective of the deviants, the life style of conform-
ing members is a symptomatic manifestation of an over commercialized 
"sick society". (Thus the same behavior becomes symptomatic in one 
situation and healthy in another situation.) "... A citizen social-
ized in other respects who commits a brutal homicide will be diagnosed 
as suffering from a serious mental disorder, but a military recruit's 
inability to behave homicidally on the battlefield will likewise be 
reviewed as sjmiptomatic of a "war neurosis". The latter example 
further illustrates how behavior can come to be thought of as sympto-
matic because of changes in social norms rather than because of a 
psychopatholgy reflected in the behavior itself" (Vandura, 1969, p. 4). 
Where deviancy cannot be explained intelligibly it often assumes 
the characteristic of a pathological symptom. Delinquents who gen-
erally snatch money from their victims and hit and kick them are con-
sidered semi-professional thieves. On the other hand, delinquents 
who just hit and torture their victims and seek no material gain are 
considered emotionally sick. The latter group is evidently seeking 
peers' approval which is often more powerful reinforcer than material 
reward (Buehler et al., 1966; Yablonsky, 1962). 
The preceding discussion • appears to reinforce the idea that 
delinquent behaviors are not indicative of a pathological personality 
or sjraiptoms of an underlying pathology. Instead, these or any other 
maladaptive behaviors are "learned behaviors" (Sutherland, 1955; 
Ullman and Krasner, 1965; Wolpe and Lazarus, 1966). These learned 
14 
behaviors have come to be called symptoms. It has been evident both 
experimentally and clinically that sjmiptomatic behaviors can be pro-
duced and eliminated (Wolpe, 1952, 1958). Ayllon et al. (1965) in 
their famous study of a long term hospitalized schizophrenic patient 
came up with a graphic presentation of a bizarre pattern of behavior 
manifested by their patient. The behavior was produced, maintained, 
and eliminated by simply manipulating reinforcement contingencies. 
Not knowing as to how the behavior was produced, diagnosticians inter-
preted (erroneously of course) the behavior as manifestation of an 
underlying pathology. How these symptomatic behaviors are acquired 
and maintained, however, have been explained in terms of "functional 
analysis", also called "behavioral analysis" (Skinner, 1953; Ayllon, 
1963; Holz, Azrin, and Ayllon, 1963; Kanfer and Saslow, 1969; .IJLndsleyj, 
1958, 1960; Barrett, 1962; Ayllon and Michael, 1959). 
Now let us talk about patterns (or characteristics) of person-
ality in relation to delinquency. When we talk about pattern of 
personality we generally assume that children diagnosed or adjudged as 
delinquents would have certain personality characteristics, e.g., 
aggression, impulsivity, emotional unstability, etc. These personality 
characteristics are supposed to differentiate delinquents from non-
delinquents. This approach, then, implies that delinquents or for 
that matter any diagnostic group, possess certain response patterns 
that determine their behaviors in various situations. Based on these 
response patterns, researchers (Healy and Bronner, 1936; Hathaway and 
Monachesi, 1953; Glueck, 1959; Glueck and Glueck, 1950; 
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Hewitt and Jenkins, 1946; Jenkins, 1949) have shown 
relationship between delinquency and personality characteristics. 
In fact, studies (Sutherland et al., 1950; Karpman, 1939; Stolt, 
1950; Syme, 1957; Schmidt, 1947; Wittenborn et al., 1953; Dreger 
et al., 1964; Zigler & Phillips, 1961) have repeatedly.shown that 
regardless of what pathological behavior is picked up for study it 
has been found in wide variety of personality types. 
One of the most serious objections raised against this approach 
is "The types of behavior selected for measurement vary. A few of 
the assessment procedures that have been advocated at one time or 
another are brief sampling of overt behavior that bear some resem-
blance to the trait description, endorsement of statements that des-
cribe affective state, interests, or response patterns, and farfetched 
responses elicited by relatively ambiguous stimuli such as ink blots, 
ill defined pictures, doll families, and incomplete sentences," 
asserts Bandura (1969, p. 14). 
Since the exact antecedents of a deviant behavior are rarely 
known,the focusing of attention has to be shifted on to something 
which can hardly be operationally defined, controlled, systematically 
varied, and eventually verified. As a result, we have varieties of 
theoretical models of personality and psychopathology. Freudians, 
for instance, are likely to uncover Oedipus complexes and the rest; 
AMerians look for compensatory power for striving and inferiority 
complexes; Rogerians talk about inappropriate self concepts; and 
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existentialists find existential crises and anxieties. Similarly, 
Skinnerians, who do not present a theory of personality, look into 
the reinforcement conditions in order to locate the determinants of 
maladaptive behaviors. But this theory explains not only how a 
behavior is acquired and maintained, it also enables the clinicians 
to establish relationship between reinforcement contingencies and 
behavior, which is empirically verifiable. 
The foregoing discussion therefore suggests that theories of 
delinquency that emphasize the role of personality characteristics 
and psychodynamics seem to preclude cultural and situational variables. 
This becomes readily evident when one compares two markedly different 
cultures with regard to incidence of delinquency. For instance, in 
Cairo, Egypt a very common form of delinquency is picking up ciga-
rette butts from the street. And in Nigeria disrespect, disobedience 
and defiance of the family are regarded as a serious offense (Kvar-
aceus, 1964). Would we say then that the child collecting cigarette 
butts in Cairo has a pathological personality? By the same token 
we can also say that the same behavior by the same child would not 
be classified as pathological in New Delhi, Indian, or would it? 
What these examples suggest is that it is the situation that really 
determines whether or not when and where to classify a behavior as 
pathological. Let us consider another hypothetical situation where 
a society decides to radically or even gradually alter its social 
and legal norms, the presence or absence of the same behavior will 
then be considered abnormal—a consequence of an underlying 
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psychopathology. Critics therefore believe that terms like traits, 
psychodynamics, personality characteristics, and psychopathology are 
vague, lack empirical validity and operational definition, hence 
misleading. 
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The Present Study 
The large body of literature on the subject of juvenile delin-
quency highlights on two basic hypotheses: (1) delinquent children 
have certain personality characteristics which supposedly distinguish 
them from nondelinquents, and (2) these personality characteristics 
are primarily "bio-psycho-social" in nature. This, it would appear, 
has an implication that etiologically oriented theories of delinquency 
derive their Inspiration from three major disciplines, i.e., biology, 
psychology, and sociology. The present study, however, focused its 
attention on only two aspects - psychological and social. Because it 
has been evident from a number of studies (Healy & Bronner, 1936; 
Shaw, 1938; Shaw & McKay, 1942; Mannheim, 1948; Karpman, 1948; Montagu, 
1941) that delinquency and crime are not related to birth or heredity. 
One of the international authorities on juvenile delinquency, Bovet 
(1951) claims that "all the individual can inherit is temperament 
(p. 10), which can also be inherited by nondelinquents and other 
diagnostic groups. On the other hand, we must recognize the fact that 
the delinquent behavior in itself cannot be inherited. 
The present study, as it may appear from the title, has two 
basic parts, namely, etiology and patterns of delinquency. We, 
therefore, intended to find out if there was any etiology of delinc 
quency, as far as "psycho-social" (environmental) determinants. In 
other words, we were interested to examine whether or not there was 
any relationship between delinquency and environmental variables. 
19 
Insofar as the second part - patterns of personality - an attempt 
was made not to deny or accept but to investigate if delinquent boys 
had certain personality characteristics; and also if an overall 
personality difference would emerge between delinquents and non-
delinquent boys. 
The point that must be stressed here is that there were no pre-
conceived hypotheses or hypothetical guidelines to realize the 
aforementioned objectives. ''The present study was then basically an 
exploratory study'. Such an approach, though not radical, may not 
satisfy those interested in "confirmatory" research. Nevertheless, 
we believe the concept of delinquency, as we know it, needs more 
exploratory studies (in terms of concepts, etiology, and the delicate 
surveying equipments) before we attempt to "confirm hypotheses". We 
also believe that several hypothesis confirming studies have been 
repeatedly found to have one thing in common. "First certain asser-
tion is made that a certain form of deviation is characteristic of 
the criminal, then it is proved that the same phenomenon is found in 
non-criminals, and finally it is shown that these anomalies are some-
what more frequent in criminals,',' complains Aschaffenburg (1913, p. 
177). Ironically, this is done without giving any due consideration 
to the possibility that the variables understudy may not have been 
operationally defined, controlled, and verified. Thus, there has 
been and still is much confusion and disagreement about what (variables) 
and how (methodology) to study delinquency. 
In the present study, therefore, attempt was made to systemati-
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cally explore and point out some of the major difficulties researchers 
have had in the past that might have kept their results from being 
repeated and verified. 
Even though our approach was psycho-social in nature, no partic-
ular theoretical model of personality was picked as the basic guideline. 
Therefore, another secondary aim of the present study was to look for 
some kind of workable hypothesis which might enable us to comprehend 
a wide range of variables and conditions that may produce, maintain, 
and even eliminate delinquent behaviors. 
CHAPTER II 
METHOD AND PROCEDURE 
There Is no disagreement among professionals and researchers, 
in and outside the field of delinquency, that delinquency is an 
extremely complex subject. There is much disagreement, however, 
about what to study and most importantly how to study it. While 
our intention is not to get involved in a discussion of methodology, 
we would like to point out that most researchers, including Burt 
(1925), Healy and Bronner (1936), and Glueck and Glueck (1950) have 
approached the problem of delinquency by employing one of the two 
methods. One, a mass statistical approach by making careful compar-
isons between carefully matched groups of delinquents and nondelinquents, 
Second, the investigator fortifies his efforts to a careful but 
intensive study of individual case studies. In this approach the 
emphasis is on the relationship between the growing individual and 
his environment. * t 
The present study is a combination of both methods. There is one 
major difference, however, between the present study and the studies 
done in the past. That is, in the present study, no hypotheses or 
hypothetical guidelines were formulated simply because the study was 
primarily an exploratory .endeavor. In addition, in the present 
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study psycho-social (or environmental) factors were regarded as 
highly relevant in the pathogensis of delinquency. Methods and pro-
cedures of the present study were also influenced by the fact that 
the study was intended to be objective, quantitative, and repeatable. 
Sampling 
The decision was made to confine the research to a study of 
male delinquents and nondelinquents. There were two primary reasons: 
(1) it was difficult to obtain girl delinquents, and (2) the majority 
of delinquents in India are boys. But before we go into the details 
of sampling, it would seem appropriate to define the terms delinquent 
and nondelinquent as used in this study. In the present study "a 
delinquent is a boy who has been (because of his "antisocial" behavior" 
adjudged delinquent more than once (recidivist) in the court of law." 
This decision was initiated to eliminate the possibility of selecting 
a boy who might have been accidently picked up by the law enforcement 
authority and adjudged as delinquent the first time. The average 
number of convictions of our delinquent boys was proved to be 3.4, 
and their average age at the txme of their first conviction was found 
to be 10.2 years. Thus our delinquents were "officially known delin-
quents". We do not mean to imply that ours is the most comprehensive 
definition of delinquency. Nevertheless, we do believe that for 
research purposes this may perhaps be a less controversial but more 
technical definition of delinquency. 
A nondelinquent, on the other hand, is "a boy who never had a 
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police record, had never been apprehended and brought before a juve-
nile court, law enforcement agency, or social agency, and had never 
been brought to the notice of his parents or school authorities for 
any acts of delinquency." 
A total of 100 delinquent boys (experimental group) was selected 
from Delhi Central Jail. The juvenile section of the jail was com-
prised of all male delinquents. Only those boys were picked up who 
turned out to be delinquents according to our definition of delinquency. 
It was also intended to select delinquents who had been living in 
Delhi, New Delhi, and suburbs of Delhi so that the nondelinquents 
(control group) could also be selected from the same geographical 
location - one of the variables for matching the two samples. To 
make sure that an equal number of delinquent and nondelinquent boys 
came from the same specific neighborhoods, 179 nondelinquents were 
picked up from Delhi, New Delhi, and suburbs of Delhi. Out of these 
179 nondelinquents 79 of them had to be dropped because of their 
doubtful behavioral records, their parents' refusal to cooperate with 
the investigator, lack of cooperation on the part of the boys, their 
unverifiable dates of birth, or their general neighborhood. It must 
be pointed out, however, that while selecting nondelinquents a certain 
amount of selectivity was applied so that each delinquent subject 
could comparably be matched with that of his counterpart (nondelin-
quent) as closely as possible. (Table 5). 
Besides area of residence, the experimental and control groups 
were matched on the following relevant variables: age, intelligence. 
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socioeconomic status, educational background, and religion. However, 
the intention to match the two groups on these variables does not in 
any way undermine the importance of these factors in the pathogenesis 
of delinquency. In fact, except intelligence, these are some of the 
well-known correlates of delinquency. To quote Glueck and Glueck 
(1950) the idea is "... to determine whether subtler differences 
exist in respect to the more intimate socio-cultural factors of home 
and school and the attitudes and practices of parents, teachers, and 
companions as bearers of the home and school culture" (p. 16). 
Age Group 
Since the age ranges of our delinquent boys were from 12 to 16 
years, efforts were made to match both experimental and control group 
subjects as closely as possible. As a result, the average age of 
experimental group subjects was found to be 14.47 and control group 
subjects 14.48 (Table 1). 
Intelligence 
Intelligence quotient was used as another relevant variable to 
match the two groups. To accomplish this task the author administered 
individual intelligence tests on 100 delinquents and 100 nondelinquents. 
Another reason why intelligence tests were administered was to elim-
inate mentally retarded subjects. In this case there were no profoundly 
retarded subjects in either group. The mean IQ for the experimental 
and control group subjects was 86.8 and 88.2 respectively (Table 2). 
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Table - 1 
Age, of Delinquent and Nondelinquent Boys 
Age, Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
12 years 10 09 01 
13 years 16 16 00 
14 years 24 25 01 
15 years 17 18 01 
16 years 33 32 01 
Total 100 100 
X = 14.47 X = 14.48 
Table - 2 
I.Qs. of Delinquent and Nondelinquent Boys 
Intelligence 
Quotient Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
70 - 80 35 31 04 
81 - 90 35 34 01 
91 - 100 18 23 05 
101 -- 110 07 08 01 
111 - 120 05 04 01 
Total 100 100 
X = 86.8 X = 88.2 
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Table - 3 
Annual Family Income of Delinquent and Nondelinquent Boys 
Family Income Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Under Rs. 1000 17 16 01 
Rs. 1001-2000 31 31 00 
Rs. 2001-3000 21 22 01 
Rs. 3001-4000 13 14 01 
Rs. 4001-5000 08 09 01 
Rs. 5001 and above 10 08 02 
Total 100 100 
X = 1780.3 X = 1885.2 
Table 4 
Level of Education of Delinquent and Nondelinquent Boys 
Educational Level Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
None 22 23 01 
Grade I - III 18 16 02 
Grade IV - VI 27 28 01 
Grade VII - IX 19 17 02 
High School 10 10 00 
Beyond High School 04 06 02 
Total 100 100 
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Table - 5 
Area of Residence of Delinquent and Nondellnquent Boys 
Geographic 
Location Delinquent Nondellnquent Difference 
Delhi (old) 67 67 00 
New Delhi 21 21 00 
Suburbs 12 12 00 
Total 100 100 
Table - 6 
Religious Background of Delinquent and Nondellnquent Boys 
Religion Delinquent Nondellnquent Difference 
Hindu 57 53 04 
Sikh 23 22 01 
Moslem 13 16 03 
Christian 07 09 09 
Total 100 100 
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Socio-economic Status 
The delinquent population at Delhi Central Jail represented 
almost every segment of our socio-economic population. Nevertheless, 
the majority of delinquents came from low and low middle class fam-
ilies. Since no standardized scales were available to determine 
the socio-economic status of either delinquents or nondelinquents, 
arbitrary categories (or range of income) based on these boys' family 
income were developed (Table 3) to match the two groups. 
Educational Background 
Even though there is no substantial empirical evidence available 
to support or deny the relationship between delinquency and educa-
tional level, it did not seem inappropriate to use educational back-
ground as a control variable. Thus educational levels of experiemental 
group subjects were matched with those of controJ-^roup subjects 
(Table 4). 
Religion 
Since our delinquent subjects represented tour different religions 
(i.e., Hindu, Sikh, Moslem, and Christian) it was only imperative to 
match (Table 6) delinquents and nondelinquents on this variable. 
After all, each of these religions is associated with different cul-
tural patterns and behavior tendencies. 
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Method 
The choice of method in the present study was largely influenced 
by two factors. One, the study was intended to be quantitative, 
objective, and repeatable. Secondly, the method would eventually 
enable us to explore the etiology and patterns (characteristics of 
personality) of delinquency among Indian boys. With this objective 
in mind, it was decided to use Rorschach method, Bhatia's Battery 
of Performance Test of Intelligence, and a comprehensive but struc-
tured interview questionnaire. In the following paragraphs attempt 
will be made to justify the selection of these instruments. 
Case History Proforma 
In the present study the questionnaire for the structured inter-
view was referred to as Case History Proforma. The questionnaire 
covered six broad but mutually nonexclusive areas. They were: (1) 
Boy's Home Condition, (2) Setting of Family Life, (3) Quality of 
Family Life, (4) The Boy in the Family, (5) The Boy in the School, 
and (6) The Boy in the Community. Although questions may be raised 
as to the limited depth of the questionnaire for the interviewer to 
avoid his subjectivity and idiosyncrasies, it became inevitable to 
use a formal case history questionnaire. Since the study was primar-
ily an exploration of the etiological aspects of delinquency and 
their implications, we took into consideration all possible and 
relevant environmental forces from his (boy's) early childhood con-
ditions to the day he was interviewed and tested. Thus we were able 
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to obtain a sequence of situations that might have some significant 
bearing on the behavior under study. The case history proforma is 
given in full in appendix A. 
The basic structure or the outline of the proforma was borrowed 
from Glueck and Glueck (1950). However, in order for us to be able 
to use it effectively as a sensitive instrument under Indian condi-
tions, additions, revisions, and modifications were made. Before 
using the proforma in the study proper, a pilot study was conducted 
to test the sensitivity of the instrument. The results were then 
carefully reviewed by the author, his supervisor, and a psychiatrist 
to make sure the questionnaire was comprehensive enough to pick up 
the kind of information we needed. The reliability of the question-
naire, which is based on the recall technique, was handled by including 
factual questions (e.g., age, address, number and nature of offenses, 
etc.) whose answers could be checked against official records kept 
by the jail authorities. Arguments regarding the validity of the 
questionnaire may be made, such as, how did we know if the question-
naire was designed to throw light on the causation of delinquency? 
To answer the question, the effectiveness of a similar questionnaire 
has been clearly demonstrated by the Gluecks (1950) in their famous 
study of juvenile delinquency. Moreover, there is accumulating 
evidence (Kornhauser, 1959; Neumeyer, 1955; Allen, 1958) that a com-
prehensive case history is perhaps one of the most effective methods 
of evaluating an individual and his problems. In fact, from a behav-
ioral scientist's standpoint, a careful analysis of a case history 
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should reveal the following information: (1) situations under which 
a behavior or set of behaviors occurs, in other words, what it is 
that produces a behavior; (2) the frequency, intensity, and duration 
of a given behavior; and (3) the conditions (reinforcers) that maintain 
that behavior. 
Rorschach Method 
The information compiled from case history questionnaire would 
only equip us to answer part of the problem. The second part of the 
problem - patterns of (characteristics) of personality - could be 
studied if we had an instrument with the following features: (1) 
standardized and culture free test of personality, (2) sensitive 
enough to reveal various characteristics of personality, and finally 
(3) a test whose validity has been shown by repeated past performance 
in other relevant studies. 
With these obj ectives in mind, it was decided to use the Rorschach 
technique. Because the technique "...offers a procedure through which 
the individual is Induced to reveal his 'private-world' by telling 
what he "sees" in the several cards upon which he may project his 
meanings, significance, and feelings, just because they are not socially 
standardized objects or situations to which he must give culturally 
prescribed responses. The Rorschach method is essentially a procedure 
for revealing the personality of the individual... It is just because 
a subject is not aware of what he is telling and has no cultural 
norms behind which to hide himself, that the Rorschach and other 
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projective methods are so revealing" (Frank, 1939, p. 389). 
Advocates of this technique have accumulated enough clinical 
evidence to claim the practicality and usefulness of the method for 
the study of character structure and personality dynamics. "It 
excels all other psychological tests in permitting a richness of 
personality description that comprehends the entire lexicon of human 
characteristics," asserts Jensen (1965, p. 502). And Hertz (1941), 
believes that the ink blot test could probe the total personality of 
the individual. Klopfer and Davidson (1962), however, believe that 
anything as complex as personality cannot be studied as a whole by 
using Rorschach method alone. For the personality of an individual 
is made up of different "facets". Nevertheless, there are certain 
aspects of personality which, they say, can be tapped by Rorschach 
technique, such as, cognitive or intellectual aspects, emotional 
aspects, and aspects of ego functioning. 
At this point we would like to point out that the study was 
originally conducted in the early sixties. At the time most researches 
in the field of personality assessment indicated that delinquency is 
a symptom of an underlying psychopathology and that delinquents have 
certain personality characteristics that distinguish them for non-
delinquents. Consequently the most suitable test available, to 
investigate personality characteristics, was the Rorschach. The 
selection of the test, however, was not justified at the cost of 
accepting a theoretical model of personality. Thus, using the then 
existing tools of research the study still remained exploratory. 
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Performance Test of Intelligence 
The idea of using an intelligence test in the present study was 
to match the subjects of experimental group with that of control 
group. 
Since a considerable number of subjects used in this study were 
either illiterate or had very little formal schooling, it was decided 
to use a performance test of intelligence. The only performance test 
of intelligence available in India in 1962-63 was Bhatia's Battery 
of Performance Test of Intelligence for children. The test was devel-
oped and standardized in India for Indian children. The standardization 
of the battery included both literate and illiterate groups with 
specific reference to Indian culture and socio-economic condition. 
The age range selected for the construction and standardization 
(including norms) of the test was 11-16 year old boys only. 
The battery (with standardized instruction for administration) 
consists of five subtests. They are: (1) Koh's Block Design Test 
(discrimination of patterns), (2) Alexander Passalong Test, (3) 
Pattern Drawing Test, (4) Immediate Memory Test, and (5) Picture 
Construction Test. In Bhatia's (1955) own words the test purports 
"...(to) test the fundamental analytic-synthetic activity of the 
cognitive mind, the power to grasp relations, or the capacity for 
abstraction under appropriate circumstances, together with and through 
the medium of such other cognitive mental activities as are natural 
to the social and cultural environment of those for whom the test 
is being framed" (p. 8). 
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Procedure 
Samples for the experimental group were drawn from the pre-
viously described institution from January 1963 to August 1963 on a 
continuous basis. Delinquent subjects were not randomly drawn from 
the total population of the juvenile section. Therefore some sampling 
bias may still exist because of the fact that those who were to be 
released on bail were precluded. Also the fact that the official 
folders on delinquent boys were carefully reviewed to make certain 
that they were delinquent subjects according to our definition of 
delinquency. Those who did not fulfill the requirements were dropped. 
Finally, 100 delinquent boys were selected and individually inter-
viewed and tested by this author during this time period. 
Even though the interviews were formally structured (Case History 
Proforma) to obtain accurate and specific responses on all items, 
efforts were made to devote about 30 minutes to establish rapport 
with each interviewee before the interview proper was conducted. 
After the interview, Bhatia's Battery of Performance Tests of Intelli-
gence was administered, and the Battery was followed by the Rorschach 
test. Interview and testing were conducted in an office within the 
compounds of the juvenile section (unit) provided by the prison 
authorities. 
Altogether, 179 nondelinquents were picked up from Delhi, New 
Delhi, and suburbs of Delhi. These control group subjects were then 
matched with experimental group subjects on a number of variables. 
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During this matching process 79 nondelinquent subjects had to be 
dropped. For a careful screening revealed that many of these (79 to 
be exact) boys, as mentioned earlier, did not or could not meet the 
requirements set for nondelinquents. Interview and test procedures 
including the examiner were exactly the same for both groups, except 
for one major difference. Majority of nondelinquents were interviewed 
in their own homes or apartments. Those who did not have appropriate 
facilities available were transported by bus to the author's place, 
also in Delhi. In each case, however, parental permission or the 
permission of the guardian was obtained. The sampling procedure and 
testing sessions for control group subjects lasted from September 
1963 to February 1964. Subjects in both groups were generally coop-
erative and pleased to be part of this research project. 
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Method of Statistical Analysis 
Analysis of Case History Proforma 
After the data had been carefully tabulated and checked for 
possible errors the following appropriate statistical techniques 
were employed. Most of the demographic, social, and developmental 
informations obtained from the case history proforma have been pre-
sented in the form of simple tables. These tables reflect the 
simple frequencies and occasionally their means. 
Merely obtaining simple frequencies on each item of the ques-
tionnaire would not enable us to explain much of anything regarding 
delinquents and nondelinquents. However, these simple frequencies 
or their percentages would make much sense, if we were to find out 
statistically significant differences between the two groups. In 
order for us to be able to determine whether or not the observed 
differences between experimental and control groups are significant 
2 
and not merely due to chance, a test of significance (chi-square, X ) 
would have to be used. And the formula for chi-square is: 
X2 (Oj -Ej)^' 
E 
j 
A significant chi-square value obtained for experimental and control 
groups on a particular variable would, therefore, mean that statis-
tically there is a difference between the two groups. The significance 
level was set at a probability (p) of .05% or less. Appropriate p 
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values were obtained from a table of chi-square values prepared by 
Fisher* (1948). For a 2 x 2 contingency table the following Yates' 
correction was used: 
2 ^ 2 X = N(/AD-BD/2) df = 1 
(A+B) (C+D) (A+C) (+D) 
Analysis of Rorschach Records 
In the present study the method of statistical analysis of 
Rorschach records was different from the one used by the Gluecks 
(1950). The Gluecks' analysis was primarily based on subjective 
interpretation of each individual's Rorschach record. Using this 
procedure, the Rorschach analyst carefully examines each Rorschach 
record and checks characteristics against a check list containing 
various personality characteristics, such as security, insecurity, 
sadistic trend, extraversion, impulsivity, maladjusstment, etc., etc. 
While this particular approach has been frequently used (Hertzman 
and Margulies, 1943; and Ross, 1941), it has one major drawback. It 
is extremely subjective and it is always possible for two examiners 
not to identify the same characteristics of a delinquent or a non-
delinquent from the same profile. Besides, since these Identified 
personality characteristics of a particular group are based on one's 
own clinical observation, experience, and orientation, the objective 
of being objective is perhaps defeated. The Gluecks had to drop a 
*Fisher & Yates. Statistical tables for biological, agricultural, 
and medical research. Oliver & Boyd Ltd., Edinburg, 1948. 
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considerable number (74 to be exact) of Rorschach records from their 
analysis because these profiles could not be identified with delin-
quents or nondelinquents. Thus there is reason to believe that the 
significant differences on personality variables revealed in their 
(Gluecks) study could have been different, had they devised a method 
to include all 500 delinquent and 500 nondelinquent Rorschach records. 
In order for us to be able to avoid the same subjective inter-
pretation of our Rorschach records, a careful search of the literature 
was made to find a better way of treating the data, clinically as 
well as statistically. Since we decided not to use check list method, 
we were left with two possible alternatives. (1) Interpretative 
meaning of the quantitative proportions (Klopfer and Davidson, 1962). 
These proportions or ratios are arithmetic combinations of directly 
counted scores of various scoring categories. This technique has 
been used by a few researchers (Tulchin and Levy, 1945), but it 
creates some unsurmountable problems. First of all, these ratios 
(e.g., M: FHorM: Sum C) cannot be interpreted or for that matter 
used for statistical analysis unless, for example, each record con-
tains at least three M responses (Klopfer and Davidson, 1962). 
Second of all, this would not only create mathematical complications 
(Cronbach, 1965) but also eliminate a considerable number of cases 
from analysis. (2) Interpretative meaning of the scoring categories: 
This technique has been widely used by a number of investigators 
(Kaback, 1946; Rapaport, 1946; Abel, 1945; Cronbach, 1949). One of 
the advantages of this technique is to compare two groups on each of 
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the components of conventional scoring categories (their scores) 
e.g., W% in experimental group and in control group. Some of the 
most frequently used statistical techniques to compare two groups 
are t test, critical ratios, analysis of variance, and chi-square. 
In the present study, however, we chose to use median and chi-square 
method because: "Unlike procedures involving the addition of scores, 
procedures based on counting of frequencies make no assumption about 
scale units... The median, or the number of cases falling beyond 
some critical point (e.g., 3M), depends only on the order of scores 
.... (Therefore the median) be given preference over additive pro-
cedures, such as mean, in dealing with skewed Rorschach distributions. 
To test the significance of difference between two groups, the best 
procedure is to make a cut at some suitable score and compare the 
number of cases in each group falling beyond the cut, using chi-
square. One virtue of cutting scores is that we may test for differ-
ences between groups both in the high and low directions. This is 
important, since either very high F% or very low F%, for example, 
may have diagnostic significance. In contrast to the chi-square 
method, many test of significance involve computation of the standard 
deviation. These include the critical ratio of a difference between 
means or medians, analysis of variance, and the t test. In these 
procedures, great weight is placed on extreme deviations from the 
mean, chi-square weights equally all scores below (or above) the 
cutting point" (Cronbach, 1965, pp. 369-370). 
An obvious shortcoming of this technique must also be pointed 
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out here. Even though the method of comparing two groups on each 
scoring component is thoroughly sound, there is always a chance that 
an inflation of p values may take place. "Because the increase in 
the number of significance tests in circulation causes each p to 
have less worth than it would normally.... (To minimize this statis-
tical error.) "We may raise our 'price' arbitrarily and insist 
that p reach a higher level than .05 before we label it significant 
and a higher level than .01 before we label it very significant" 
Cronbach, 1965, p. 363). In the present study of Rorschach analysis, 
therefore, a p value of .01 or less would be accepted as significant. 
Note: 
2 
Only the X and not the median test, however, was used to compare 
the two groups on the following scoring categories: W%, D%, d%, 
Dd+S%, A%, F% and cards V111+1X+X%. The reason being that a certain 
percentage point is expected of each individual on each of these 
scoring categories. (Klopfer and Davidson, 1954). For example, a 
20-30% W is in the expected direction. Thus, for statistical pur-
poses we would have three mutually independent events and the 
contingency table to compute X (not using the median test) would 
be as follows: 
W% Delinauent Nnndfil i n^11pn^ 
20% 30 17 
20-30% 35 42 
30% 35 41 
Total 100 100 
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The rest of the scoring categories, including number of responses, 
were given the treatment of median and chi-square test. 
CHAPTER III 
RESULTS (I) 
Analysis of Case History Proforma 
The results of this study have been divided into two major 
sections: (1) the analysis of case history questionnaire, and (2) 
the analysis of Rorschach records. The first part of the results 
should hopefully throw some light on the possible environmental 
factors entering into the causation of delinquency. And the analysis 
of Rorschach records should enable us to differentiate between delin-
quent and nondelinquent subjects, as far as their personality 
characteristics. 
We might recall the case history questionnaire (Proforma) was 
to cover six major areas, namely (1) Boy's Home Condition, (2) Setting 
of Family Life, (3) Quality of Family Life, (4) The Boy in the Family, 
(5) The Boy in the School, and (6) The Boy in the community. The 
two groups, experimental and control, were compared in each of these 
areas. No attempt is made here to operationally define these areas. 
Instead, their definitions and interpretations have been discussed 
in the appendix. Implications of these factors and their importance, 
however, will be discussed in this and other chapters. 
Boy's Home Condition 
Under this subsection are included such variables as type of 
neighborhood, crowding of house, length of residence in the neighbor-
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Boy's Home Condition 
Table - lA 
Boy's Neighborhood 
Neighborhood Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Slum area 49 50 01 
Industrial area 07 10 03 
Residential area 18 12 06 
Single dwelling 15 20 05 
Countryside 11 08 03 
Total 100 100 
Table - 2A 
Crowding of House 
Number of rooms Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
1 - 2 72 69 03 
3 - 4 19 16 03 
5 - 6 07 10 03 
7 - 8 02 05 03 
9 - over 00 00 00 
Total 100 100 
chi-square = 2.130 
p - <.80 
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Table - 2A 
Crowding of House 
Occupants per room Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
1 - 3 36 40 04 
4 - 6 42 38 04 
7 - 1 0 22 21 01 
11 - over GO 01 01 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 1.624 
= <.70 
Table - 3A 
Length of Residence in these Neighborhoods 
Length Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Since birth 44 40 04 
3 years or more 56 60 04 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 0.328 
= <.70 
Table - 4A 
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Condition Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Comfortable 36 39 03 
Marginal 45 40 05 
Dependent 19 21 02 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 0.544 
= <.70 
Table - 5A 
Bread Winner in the Family 
Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Father only 50 67 17 
Father & Son (S) 25 07 18 
Father & mother 12 16 04 
Mother only 04 01 03 
Relatives 05 08 03 
Son (S) only 04 01 03 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
26.178 
< ,001 
Table - 6A 
Nature of Employment of the 
Bread Winner 
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Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Own business 33 21 12 
Skilled outdoor 06 17 11 
Public service 11 16 05 
Factory work 14 19 05 
Truck/taxi driver 07 12 05 
Odd jobs 29 15 14 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 15.376 
= <.01 
Table - 7A 
Parental Makeup of Home 
Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Both own parents 60 72 12 
Own own parent 23 14 09 
One own one step 09 06 03 
Both step parents 
or other guardians 
18 08 10 
Total 100 100 
chi-square = 7.724 
p =<.10 
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hood, crowding of house, length of residence in the neighborhood, 
economic condition of the family, job situation, and parental make 
up of the home. As we can see, most of these variables have to deal 
with physical make up of the home and economic situation of the boy's 
family. A number of studies have indicated the importance of physical 
and economic concomitants of delinquency. In fact, these concomitants 
of delinquency have been studied so frequently and intensely that they 
are now taken for granted. Assuming that an intense investigation 
of these factors would not reveal much of anything new that we did 
not know before, efforts were directed to explore more subtle differ-
ences between experimental and control group subjects. Because of 
our interest in subtle and less known concomitants of delinquency, 
the two groups had to be rigorously matched on the following variables: 
age, sex, IQ, education, religion, area of residence, length of res-
idence, and income. As a result of this matching procedure. Table 
lA reveals no significant differences between two groups on a vari-
able like type of neighborhood where the boy lived (p=<70); crowding 
of house (p=<.70); length of residence in the neighborhood (p=<.70); 
economic condition of the family (p=<. 50); and parental make up of 
home (p=<.10). 
These nonsignificant differences were expected, nevertheless, 
the two groups showed very significant differences, as far as bread 
winner in the family (p=<C..001) and nature of employment of the bread 
winner (p=<.01). As can be seen in Table 5A, more nondelinquents 
than delinquents had father only working, and more delinquents had 
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son or sons working, too, with family. 
As to the nature of employment, more businesses were owned by 
delinquents' families, while more skilled workers and public servants 
came from nondelinquents' families. Odd jobs were held significantly 
more frequently by delinquents' than nondelinquents' family members. 
Earlier studies in delinquency have shed considerable light on 
broken home as related to the incidence of delinquency. In the 
present study the incidence of broken home (Table 7A) was found to be 
nonsignificant (p=<. 10). The point has been made, however, by sev-
eral authors (Robison, 1936; Shaw and McKay, 1931) that most children 
committed to juvenile institutions and reformatories come from broken 
homes; and it is these children who become the subject matter of re-
searcher's study. Shulman (1959) suggests that investigators usually 
do not take into account the ethnic background and nationality of 
delinquents. In India, as it happens, the incidence of broken homes 
was much less than those in the Western countries where most studies 
have been done. When nationality aid age factors were held constant, 
Shaw and McKay (1942) found that nondelinquents had 36.1 percent 
incidence of broken home contrasted to 42.5 percent among 1,600 delin-
quents. Significant as the hypothesis of broken home may be, it does 
not necessarily prove a causal relationship. 
Setting of Family Life 
Family setting is generally considered analogous to a situation 
where the child begins his early learning experiences. It is in 
Setting of Family Life 
Table - IB 
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Father 
History of Disease of Parents 
Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Serious Physical 
Ailment 40 21 19 P = <.01 
Emotional Problems 18 12 06 P = <.30 
Alcoholism 23 12 11 P = <. 05 
Criminal Record 09 05 04 P = <. 30 
Mental Disease 00 00 00 
Mother Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Serious Physical 
Ailment 43 33 10 P = <.20 
Emotional Problem 23 12 11 P = <..05 
Alcoholism 00 00 00 
Criminal Record 00 00 00 
Mental Disease 00 00 00 
Table - 2B 
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Education Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
None 51 43 08 
Less than H.S. 18 11 07 
H.S. complete 21 33 12 
Beyond H.S. 10 13 03 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
5.424 
<•20 
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this situation that his present and future behavior is being shaped. 
This situation consists of some powerful and potential environmental 
reinforcers. Parents in this situation have often been called the 
"behavioral engineers". Since parents' own level of understanding, 
values, problems, and frustrations could play a significant role in 
their handling of children, their (parents) history of disease and 
formal schooling were considered important factors. Some remarkable 
differences between two groups can be seen in Tables IB and 2B. 
Delinquents' fathers were significantly (p=<.05) more frequently 
alcoholic than nondelinquents' fathers. On the other hand, 40 per-
cent of delinquents' fathers were reported to have physical ailment 
compared to 21 percent of nondelinquents' fathers (p= <s.01. The 
incidence of emotional problems among delinquents' mothers was found 
to be 23 percent and for nondelinquents' mothers 12 percent - statis-
tically a significant difference (p='C05). 
Since delinquents and nondelinquents came from the same area of 
residence and the two groups were matched on their families' income, 
no significant difference (p='C20) was found between the two groups 
of parents' formal schooling. 
Quality of Family Life 
One of the recently advanced and widely held hypotheses is that 
delinquency or for that matter any behavior is a learned behavior. 
And the acquisition of such behavior is a direct result of environ-
mental reinforcers. We have discussed in the preceding chapter 
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Quality of ! Family Life 
Table - IC 
Self Respect 
Degree of respect Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Very much 20 43 23 
Slight 35 46 11 
None 45 11 34 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 30.530 
= <.001 
Table - 2C 
Ambitlousness of the Family 
Degree of 
ambitlousness Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
High 03 26 23 
Moderate 18 58 40 
Poor 79 16 63 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 76.394 
- < .001 
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Table - 3C 
Relations between Parents 
Degree of relation Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Good 13 62 49 
Fair 40 32 08 
Poor 35 06 29 
Unknown 10 00 10 
Total 98 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 58.874 
= < .001 
Table - 4C 
Dominant Parent (Father/Mother) 
Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Father 55 59 04 
Mother 11 03 08 
Neither 34 38 04 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 3.028 
= <.30 
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Table - 5C 
Usual Occupation of Mother 
Occupation Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Housewife 84 83 01 
Occasional outside 
employment 10 09 01 
Regular outside 
employment 04 08 04 
Total 98 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 1.344 
= <.70 
Table - 6C 
Supervision of Children 
Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Suitable 06 36 30 
Fair 31 49 18 
Unsuitable 25 08 17 
None 38 07 31 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 55.588 
= <.001 
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Table - 7C 
Family Group Recreation 
Frequency Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
More than often 06 10 04 
Often 16 31 15 
Never 78 59 19 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 8,420 
= <.02 
Table - 8C 
Attitude of Parents toward Boy's 
Friends 
Attitude Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Favorable 08 43 35 
Indifferent 39 20 19 
Unfavorable 15 09 06 
Unknown 38 28 10 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 33.150 
= <.001 
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that behavior Is instrimiental and it operates on the environment. 
From this point of view, different components that make up a generally 
acceptable and wholesome family environment are of enormous importance. 
Examples of such components would be interpersonal relationships in 
the family, emotional climate of the home, and other qualities of 
family life. 
In the present study eight different aspects of family life were 
investigated. Table IC reveals a highly significant (p=C001) differ-
ence between the two groups, as far as self respect was concerned. 
General ambitiousness of nondelinquents' families on a three point 
scale (Table 2C) was significantly higher (p=<.001) than of delin-
quents' families. Another highly significant (p=<^.001) difference 
between the two groups was found for relationship between parents. 
Almost all nondelinquents' parents had good to fair relationships 
compared to only 53 percent of delinquents' parents. 
Supervision of children on group recreation,apparently an impor-
tant concomitant of delinquency, also differentiated the experimental 
and control group subjects (p=C001). Only about 33 percent of delin-
quents reported suitable to fair supervision by their parents con-
trasted to 85 percent of nondelinquents. This highly significant 
(Table 6C) difference further points out the deep unconcernedness on 
the part of delinquents' parents for their families' group recreation. 
Looking at Table 7C we find that parents of delinquents cared signif-
icantly less about their families' recreation than their counterparts. 
Nondelinquents' parents were found to also care much about their 
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boys' companions. Only 8 percent of delinquents' parents showed 
favorable attitude toward their boys' friends compared to 43 percent 
of nondelinquents' parents. 
The Boy in the Family 
Size of the family and rank of boy among siblings have been 
often discussed and investigated by psychologists and psychoanalysts 
as one of the possible contributing factors to delinquency. Their 
findings, however, differ and their results are inconclusive. In 
the present study (Table ID) the average number of children per 
delinquent family was found to be 5.3 and 5.1 for nondelinquent family 
statistically insignificant. Also insignificant (Table 2D) was the 
rank (of boy among siblings) difference between delinquent and non-
delinquent boys. 
Although delinquents and nondelinquents did not differ in terms 
of affection of their brothers and sisters for them, it was found 
(Table 5D) that parents of delinquents were to a greater extent than 
nondelinquents hostile, indifferent, and unsympathetic toward their 
children. This is perhaps an indication of their .emotional relation-
ship with their children and its impact upon their children's 
behavior. Directly related to parents' affection for their boys is 
the perception of boy as to his parents' concern for his welfare. 
As Table 7C reveals, more delinquents than nondelinquents reported 
that in their estimate their fathers and mothers were less concerned 
or not concerned at all for their welfare and well being. 
The Boy in the Family 
Table - ID 
Number of Children in the Family 
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Number Delinquent Nondellnquent Difference 
1 - 2 14 12 02 P = ^ .70 
3 - 4 23 29 06 P = <.50 
5 - 6 29 25 04 P = <.50 
7 - 8 23 26 03 P = C.70 
9 - over 11 08 03 P = C 5 0 
Total 100 100 
X = 5.3 X = 5.1 
Table - 2D 
Rank of Boy among Siblings 
Rank Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Only child 03 07 04 
1st child 22 15 07 
2nd child 20 25 05 
3rd child 15 20 05 
4th child 09 11 02 
5th child 12 08 04 
6th child 07 03 04 
7th child 03 03 00 
8th child 03 05 02 
Last child 06 03 03 
Total 100 100 
chi-square = 5.886 
p = <. 70 
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Table - 3D 
Affection of Parents for Boy 
Father Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Warm & sympathetic 52 68 16 
Indifferent 28 30 02 
Hostile 20 02 18 
Total 100 100 
chi-square • 
P ^  
= 17.946 
= <..001 
Mother Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Warm & sympathetic 53 68 15 
Indifferent 18 23 05 
Hostile 27 09 18 
Total 98 100 
chi-square ^  
P = 
= 11.469 
= 4.01 
Table - 4D 
Affection of Sibling for Boy 
Nature of Affection Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Very much 15 16 01 
Favorable 53 55 02 
Liking with diff 13 16 03 
No liking at all 16 06 10 
Total 97 93 
chi-square 
P 
= 04.925 
= <.20 
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Table - 5D 
Boy's Estimate of Parents' Concern 
for his Welfare 
Father Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Much concerned 23 50 27 
Normal 23 29 06 
Less concerned 11 10 01 
No concern 43 11 32 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 29.686 
= < .001 
Mother Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Much concerned 18 45 27 
Normal 27 31 04 
Less concerned 10 09 01 
No concern 43 15 28 
Total 98 100 
chi-square 
P 
25.417 
<, .001 
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Table - 6D 
Parents Discipline of Boy 
Father Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Lax 24 20 04 
Much strict 43 33 10 
Normal 22 38 16 
Inconsistent 11 06 05 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 7.820 
= <.05 
Mother Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Lax 36 40 04 
Much strict 31 23 08 
Normal 20 30 10 
Inconsistent 11 07 04 
Total 98 100 
chi-square = 4.285 
P =<.30 
Table - 7D 
Method of Control of Boy 
by Parents or Guardian 
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Method Delinquent Nondellnquent Difference 
Corporal punishment 85 69 16 P = <.05 
Reasoning 60 88 28 P = <.001 
Threatening 62 29 33 P = C o O l 
Forgiving 50 40 14 P = <.05 
Deprivation of 
privileges 39 21 18 P = <.01 
Ignoring 27 65 38 P = <.001 
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As to the disciplinary measures taken by parents to discipline 
their boys, it was revealed that fathers of delinquents were more 
strict, less normal and more inconsistent than fathers of nondelin-
quents in handling their children. Mothers of both delinquents and 
nondelinquents were found more lax and less strict as compared to 
their (boys') fathers. 
Six possible methods of control by parents were investigated. 
Striking differences were noted (Table .7D) between experimental and 
control groups on each of these methods. Families of delinquents 
used physical punishment (85 percent) and threat (62 percent) signif-
icantly more frequently than any other methods; while families of 
nondelinquents placed a great deal of emphasis on reasoning (88 per-
cent) and ignoring (65 percent) as the most frequently used method 
of control. 
The Boy in the School 
School is another environmental setting where a behavior or set 
of behaviors can be produced, maintained, and/or eliminated. It is 
also true that a child's behavior can influence the behavior of his 
classmates or even his teachers. His behavior produced during his 
family life may well be reflected in his school life. How the child 
has been handled and trained at home would inevitably influence his 
behavior outside the familiar home setting. It would appear then 
that school provides another situation where a child's behavior can 
be functionally analyzed and perhaps used as an indication of his 
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The Boy In the School 
Table - IE 
Age of the Boy First 
Entered School 
Age Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
05 - 06 49 61 12 
07 - 08 29 16 13 
Total 78 77 
chi-square 
P 
= 5.065 
= <.05 
Table - 2E 
Number of Schools Attended 
Number Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
One school 40 54 14 
Two schools 21 14 07 
Three schools 09 04 05 
Four schools 08 05 03 
Total 78 77 
chi-square 
. P 
= 6.100 
= '<..20 
Table - 3E 
Attitude toward School 
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Delinquent Nondellnquent Difference 
Like very much 15 35 20 
Indifferent 32 25 07 
Dislike very much 29 14 15 
Do not know 24 26 02 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 14.172 
= < .01 
Table - 4E 
Reasons for Marked Dislike of School 
Reason Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Lack of interest 
in studies 23 16 07 
Feeling of 
inadequacy 07 03 04 
Low mental 
capacity 10 08 02 
Strict teacher 07 09 02 
Total 47 36 
chi-square = 3.329 
p =<.50 
Table - 7D 
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Misbehaved in School 
Age Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
05 - 06 12 03 09 
07 - 08 21 11 10 
09 - 10 20 01 19 
11 - 12 08 06 02 
13 - over 13 00 13 
Total 74 21 
chi-square = 39.001 p =< .001 
Table - 6E 
Some Characterlsctlcs of 
Misbehavior in School 
Characteristics Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Defiance 39 31 08 P = <.30 
Rudeness 23 09 14 P = <.01 
Quarrelsomeness 51 41 10 P = < .20 
Domineering 13 10 03 •P = <.70 
Disorderliness 53 38 15 P = <.05 
Destructiveness 16 01 15 P = <.001 
Table - 7D 
Some Characteristics of Boy's 
Withdrawing Behavior 
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Behavior Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Temper Tantrum 56 40 16 p = <.05 
Inattention 52 36 16 P = <•05 
Sensitivity 45 39 06 P = <.50 
Daydreaming 39 47 08 P = <.30 
Unsociability 37 36 01 P = <.90 
Depression 29 26 03 P = 4.70 
Easy Discouragement 27 31 04 P = <.70 
Bashfulness 24 33 09 P = <.20 
Suspicious Behv. 11 06 05 P = <.30 
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past and future behaviors. 
Table IE shows a significant (p='C.05 difference between experi-
mental and control group subjects' ages when they first entered 
school. About 35.5 percent of delinquents entered school between 
the ages of 7 - 8 as compared to 21 percent of nondelinquents• No 
difference was found, however, between the two groups in terms of 
number of schools attended. 
Lack of interest in studies, feeling of inadequacy, boy's capa-
city to "swim or sink" (socially or educationally), and the amount 
and degree of difficulty have been considered pertinent factors 
influencing boy's attitude toward his school. Table 3E reveals that 
61 percent of the delinquents were either indifferent or disliked 
school very much as opposed to only 39 percent of the nondelinquents. 
When their responses were further broken down into reasons for marked 
dislike for school, the proportion of delinquents to nondelinquents 
was found to be 47 percent to 36 percent. 
Although delinquents were older than nondelinquents when they 
first entered school, they misbehaved in school (Table 5E) at a 
younger age than nondelinquents. It was found that most delinquents 
misbehaved in school when they were between the ages of 7 - 10 years. 
Only about 21 percent of nondelinquents misbehaved in school compared 
to 74 percent of delinquents. 
Altogether six different characteristics of school misbehaviors 
were reported by both groups (Table 6E). The incidence of misbehav-
ior (rudeness, disorderliness, and destructiveness) among delinquents 
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was significantly higher than for nondellnquents - a result in the 
expected direction. As to their withdrawal behavior in different 
situations in school, such as temper tantrums, daydreaming, unsoc-
iability, and depression, etc., etc., no differences (Table 7E) were 
noted except for temper tantrum and inattention. Incidence of these 
two characteristics for delinquents was significantly more frequent 
than for their nondelinquent counterparts. It must be noted, how-
ever, that those withdrawal behaviors have also been referred to as 
personality characteristics of an individual. But the two groups had 
no significant difference on most of these pergt^ality variables. 
The Boy in the Community 
This section attempts to look into th^^^pi^'^and varieties of 
activities in the community the boy finds himself engaged in. The 
boy's behavior in some situations in the community gives society and 
law enforcement agencies a chance to label him as law abiding or anti-
social. On the other hand, these undesirable behaviors in a way mirror 
the social and cultural environment that produces or at least rein-
forces such behaviors. 
Since the two groups were carefully matched at the very outset, 
very significant differences were observed between delinquents and 
nondelinquents on quite a few variables, e.g., departure from home, 
age when boy first left home, and reason for leaving home. It is 
interesting to note that 82 percent of delinquents left their homes 
once or more than once, and of these 82 percent, the majority of 
them, when they first left their homes, were 11 years of age. It 
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was also found that more than half of the delinquents left their 
homes because of their delinquencies. There were 16 percent of non-
delinquents, however, who also left their homes but for reasons 
other than delinquency or truancy. 
Insofar as household duties of these adolescents, more than 
half of the delinquents had no household duties, whereas close to 
50 percent of the nondelinquents had regular household duties. No 
significant difference between the two groups could be found with 
regard to preference for recreational actiivites. As a matter of 
fact, a large proportion of experimental (66 percent) and control 
(73 percent) group subjects did not appear to have any preference 
for recreational activities at all. 
Twenty different adventurous activities or delinquencies, such 
as vagrancy, stealing, drinking, rape, attempted murder, etc., etc., 
were investigated in the present study. On all of these twenty activ-
ities highly significant (p=<^.001) chi-square values were obtained. 
In each of these activities experimental group subjects participated 
significantly more frequently than control group subjects. Some of 
the most frequently observed activities among delinquents were vagrancy, 
(82 percent); truancy (76 percent); stealing (71 percent); gambling 
(34 percent); drinking (32 percent); picking pocket? (20 percent); 
hetrosexuality (34 percent); and rape (18 percent). There were only 
20 percent of nondelinquents who had experienced hetrosexual and/or 
homosexual behaviors compared to 58 percent of delinquents. These 
adventurous activities (Table 6F) have been considered characteristic 
The Boy In the Community 
Table - IF 
Departure from Home 
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Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Boy departed once 
or more 82 00 82 
Never departed 18 100 82 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 130.068 
= < .001 
Table - 2F 
Age of Boy When First Departed 
Age Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
03 - 06 06 00 06 
07 - 10 12 00 12 
11 - over 64 00 64 
Total 82 00 
chi-square = 71.484 
p = <..001 
Table - 7D 
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Reason Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Delinquency 59 00 59 
Runaway 15 00 15 
Broken home 02 00 02 
Because of job 06 16 10 
Never left home 18 84 66 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 108,679 
= < .001 
Table • -.4F 
Household Duties 
Duties Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Regular duties 19 47 28 
Occasional duties 30 31 01 
No duties at all 51 22 29 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
23.414 
<..001 
Table - 7F 
Movie Attendance 
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Frequency Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Once a month 10 30 20 
Bimonthly 05 20 15 
Once a week 46 30 16 
Twice a week 10 10 00 
Three times a week 09 05 04 
Four times a week 07 05 02 
Five times a week 02 00 02 
Six times a week 00 00 00 
Seven or more times/w 11 00 11 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 36.845 
= < .001 
Table - 8F 
Play Places 
Places Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Distant places 49 18 31 P = < .001 
In streets near home 37 31 06 P = <•30 
Open play grounds 54 60 06 P = <.10 
At home 22 40 18 P = <..01 
River banks 16 07 09 P = C.05 
Near rail tracks 06 09 03 P = C.20 
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Table - 5F 
Preference for Recreational Activities 
Activities Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
No preference 66 73 07 
Wandering 13 07 06 
Adventurous 10 07 03 
Competitive 03 08 05 
Noncompetitive 08 05 03 
Total 100 100 
chi-square 
P 
= 4.562 
= <.50 
Table - 6F 
Adventurous Activities 
Activities Delinquent Nondelinquent Difference 
Vagrancy 82 00 82 P = <.001 
Truancy 76 00 76 P = <. 001 
Smoking 75 30 45 P = </.ooi 
Stealing 71 00 71 P = <.001 
Keeping late hours 51 05 46 P = <.001 
Gambling 34 00 34 P = <.001 
Hetrosexuality 34 07 27 P = <.001 
Drinking 32 00 32 P = <.001 
Ticketless travelling 29 06 23 P = <.001 
Homosexuality 24 13 11 P = <.001 
Picking- Pockets 20 00 20 P = <.001 
Cheating girls 19 07 12 P = <.001 
Bothering people in pub 18 00 18 P = <.001 
Visiting prostitute 17 00 17 P = <.001 
Assaulting people 15 00 15 P = <.001 
Smuggling 12 00 12 P = <.001 
Love affairs 12 00 12 P = <.001 
Arson 04 00 04 P = <.001 
Murder/attempted murder 02 00 02 P = <,001 
Rape 18 00 18 P = <.001 
Table - 7D 
Boy's Companions and 
Their Age 
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Companions Delinquent No^ndelinquent Difference 
Gang 11 GO 11 P = <.001 
Few Friends 90 79 11 P = <.05 
Delinquents 83 13 70 P = <.001 
Nondelinquents 47 99 52 P = <.001 
Older in Age 53 26 27 P = C . o o i 
Younger in Age 10 13 03 P = <.70 
Same in Age 57 88 13 P = <.001 
Table - lOF 
Visit to Religious Places 
Frequency Delinquent .Nondelinquent Difference 
Regular 15 25 10 
Occasional 49 60 11 
Never 36 15 21 
Total 100 100 
chi-square = 12.257 p = <.01 
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features of delinquents in the sense that they distinguish them from 
nondelinquents. However, activities such as smoking, keeping late 
hours, and cheating girls are not always indications of delinquency. 
Our nondelinquent subjects also reported these activities but not as 
their typical behaviors. These adolescent behaviors, although not 
socially approved, are getting to be pretty typical behaviors among 
Indian adolescents and teenagers. It may be borne in mind that ad-
venturous activities involving delinquents and nondelinquents were 
the same but the difference emerged in the manner they were performed. 
For example, a delinquent boy would not only smoke in public but 
also in front of his parents (a highly undesirable behavior in India), 
whereas nondelinquents, as they told this investigator, would smoke 
in the hiding lest their parents and close relatives might know about 
it. They do it out of respect and for fear of punishment. The behav-
ior is the same but the situations are different and its social and 
moral implication and its consequences are felt differently as well. 
Table 7F shows how movies and theaters might be instrumental in 
6ither eliciting or reinforcing an undesirable behavior. A high por-
tion of delinquents (85 percent of the total) went to see movies any-
where from once a week to seven or more times a week. The results 
only point out the positive reinforcers available in this sort of 
environment. Upon further investigation it was revealed that 
theater is one of the few places where night time delinquencies and 
crime occur. The unusually high frequency of movie attendance only 
confirms it. 
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Delinquent boys preferred distant places and river banks more 
frequently than nondelinquent boys. Conversely, more nondelinquents 
(40 percent) than delinquents (22 percent) chose home as one of their 
favorite play places. 
Studies in the past have repeatedly pointed out the fact that 
delinquents have fewer friends, and their companions are mostly delin-
quents and older in age. Table 9F shows significant difference between 
the two groups on the kind of companions they had. These results 
also support the hypothesis forwarded by some investigators that 
delinquent behavior is also positively reinforced by other delinquents 
and criminals. 
Visit to religious places in most Indian communities is regarded 
as a desirable behavior. It is also an indication of how well the 
individual's behavior is controlled and guided by his religious and 
moral values. As can be seen in Table lOF, delinquents visited 
religious places less regularly and more occasionally than their 
counterparts. In fact, 36 percent of the delinquents never attended 
Less frequent visits to religious places may or may not be a symptom 
of delinquency but it does indicate the boy's family's moral and 
religious values and its impact on his life style. 
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RESULTS (II) 
Analysis of Rorschach Records 
The purpose of administering the Rorschach test individually 
on one hundred delinquents and one hundred nondelinquents was to 
find out if delinquents had some kind of personality characteristics 
which would differentiate them from nondelinquents. Should the 
differences emerge as a result of Rorschach indices and their anal-
yses, it would perhaps confirm or support the psychodynamic approach 
to personality. The Rorschach test, as used in this study, was to 
reveal the underlying personality characteristics of the two differ-
ent groups of adolescents (Hut and Briskin, 1960). 
Since psychodynamically oriented clinicians believe that the 
personality structure (traits) remain fairly consistent regardless 
of situational variables, there ought to emerge a difference between 
the two groups. In fact, a number of studies (Gluecks, 1950; Taka-
hashni, 1965; Pati, 1966; Billing et al., 1943; Griffith et al., 
1946; Marby-Hall, 1967) have found that delinquents and nondelinquents 
or alcoholics and nonalcoholics and other diagnostic groups could 
be differentiated by using the Rorschach. 
Cronbach (1965), while discussing statistical analysis of Ror-
schach technique, points out that since the number of responses (Rs') 
determine the overall frequency of occurrence of other scoring 
categories, it is advisable to compute a test of significance of 
Table - 7D 
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Rorschach Scoring 
Categories 
Scoring Categories Chi-square 
Values 
Significance 
Level 
R (responses) 1 . 5 7 4 p = < . 3 0 
VIII + IX + X % 2 . 2 9 1 p = < . 5 0 
P (popular responses) 3 . 5 0 2 P = < . 1 0 
0 (original responses) 0 . 9 2 0 P = < . 5 0 
Table - 7D 
Rorschach Scoring 
Categories 
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Scoring Categories 
(Location) 
Chi-square 
Values 
Significance 
Level 
W (whole responses)% 0.880 P = <.70 
D (large usual details)% 2.047 P =<.50 
d (small usual details)% 1.980 P = <.50 
Dd+S%(unusual details +space) 1.334 P = <.30 
Table - 7D 
Rorschach Scoring 
Categories 
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Scoring Categories Chi-square 
Values 
Significance 
Level 
F% (form) 8.629 P = <.02 
M (human movement) 2.463 P = <.20 
FM (animal movement) 0.502 P = <.50 
m (inanimate movement) 0.089 P = <.80 
K (shading response) 0.323 P = <.70 
FK (shading response) 0.799 P = <.50 
Fc (texture response) 1.304 P = <.30 
C (achromatic color) 1.304 P = <.30 
FC (form-color response) 2.477 P = <..20 
CF (color-form response) 0.087 P = <.80 
C (pure color response) 0.017 P = <.90 
Table - 7D 
Rorschach Scoring 
Categories 
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Scoring Categories 
(Contents) 
Chl-square 
Values 
Significance 
Level 
A% (animal response) 1.136 P = <.70 
H (human response) 3.998 P = <.05 
Hd (part of human figure) 1.036 P = <.50 
N (nature response) 1.179 P = <-.30 
Geography 1.945 P = <.20 
Sex response 2.554 P = <.20 
Anatomical response 1.181 P = <•25 
Object response 1.095 P = <.30 
Cloud response 2.734 P = <.10 
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difference between two groups' Rs'; and if the two groups do not 
differ significantly the researcher may proceed with the rest of 
analysis. As Table 1 shows, there was no difference between delin-
quents' and nondelinquents' Rs'. The average number of responses 
for experimental group was found to be 13.56 and for control group 
14.04, while the combined median was found to be 18.50 for both 
groups. No difference between groups on the number of Rs', however, 
does not necessarily affect the difference between groups on other 
scoring categories. For example, a total of 40 Rs' would mean 40 
locations. But one group may produce 16 Ws', 12 Ds' and 10 ds'; 
on the other hand, the other group with the same number of Rs' may 
end up with 24 Ws' and 16 Ds'. But if there is a difference in the 
number of Rs', there has to be a difference in the total number of 
locations. For instance, 10 Rs' can only produce 10 locations and 
6 Rs' can generate no more than 6 location scores. The difference 
is self-evident. 
Table 1 lists chi-square and p values for Rs', response percent-
ages for cards VIII, IX, x, and~C!tg^ -^ nmb-ei^ H^ -^-4>apxLla:E_^ n^  original 
responses. None of these scoring categories, however, yielded signifi-
cant differences between experimental and control groups. As can 
be seen In Table 2, none of the location categories (W%,D%,Dd+S%,d%) 
could significantly differentiate the two groups either, and no p 
value was found to be less than .50. As to the determinants (Table 
3), out of a total of 13 determinants, only one (F%) yielded a 
significant difference at .02 level, but not significant enough to be 
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accepted because our level of significance was set at .01 or less. 
Also noteworthy is the fact that the expected F% is 20 - 50 (Klopfer 
et al., 1954) but a great majority of delinquents (75 percent) and 
nondelinquents (68 percent) fell above 50 percent. 
Table 4 represents various content areas and their chi-square 
values. Once again no differences were noted between two groups on 
any of these content classifications. A few content areas, such as 
geography, fire, architecture, etc., were dropped from the analysis 
because the number of subjects responded was four or less. Also, 
no scores were obtained for k (three-dimensional expanse projected 
on a two-dimensional plane) and c (undifferentiated texture responses)^ 
It is interesting to note that some of the widely used Rorschach 
signs indicative of delinquency, such as VIII,IX,X%, A%, M and C re-
sponses, did not yield any significant difference between delinquents 
and nondelinquents. We must keep in mind, however, that in previous 
studies these Rorschach signs were found clinically and not experi-
mentally effective in differentiating between individuals (Schafer, 
ly^B; Rapaport et al., 1945; Davids et al. , 1964; Davidson, 1950; 
Gluecks, 1950). Furthermore, these signs were derived from one's own 
experience, intuition, interpretation, and theoretical orientation. 
Therefore, attempts to validate these assumptions have been ques-
tioned. Ackerman (1971) found that studies attempting to validate 
Rorschach signs for differential diagnosis "...provide no more than 
percentages for comparisons, frequency counts of unknown reliability, 
or simply clinical impressions. The methods used for choosing the 
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samples... are equally poor: grossly unequal Ns in the groups compared, 
group from completely different socio-economic background, or repre-
senting unequal sex distributions, or no control groups used (p. 226). • 
In addition, as Cronbach (1965'points out, some investigators have 
even used technically unsound methods of statistical analysis. 
CHAPTER IV 
DISCUSSION OF ETIOLOGY OF DELINQUENCY 
The results of the present study appear to confirm the findings 
previously obtained by other investigators that factors such as 
intelligence, education, area o£ teisidenee, socio-econotaic status, 
and ethnic background, etc. do not play as significant a role in con-
tributing towards delinquency as the child's family, relationship 
between parents and most of all the way his family brings him up. 
In the present study it was revealed that delinquents' families had 
higher incidence of mental and emotional problems than nondeliquents' 
families. This only reinforces the fact that it is the families who 
must be helped and treated and not the kids. Carl Rogers (1937) puts 
it this way: "If we were to gamble on the outcome of treatment in 
crarsB~5T~a problem child or delinquent and had to base our gamble 
on one item alone, we wo-ald do best to disregard the child entirely 
and investigate simply the way in which the parents behave toward the 
youngster and the attitude they hold toward him" (p. 181). 
It is not amazing at all that the interaction between parents 
and between parents and child produces behaviors that are later 
treated by school counselors, clinicians, mental health professionals, 
and prison psychologists (Patterson, 1971). 
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One of the most commonly asked questions by parents is "Why 
do kids run away, desert their parents? There must be something 
wrong with them, they must be crazy or nuts?" To answer the ques-
tion, let us examine a basic law of behavior. The consequences of 
our behavior determine or at least influence the way we will act. 
Thus, a pleasant consequence, positive reinforcer, makes it more 
likely an act will be repeated. By the same token, no consequence 
or an unpleasant consequence makes it less likely. Consider the sit-
uation in a family where parents by virtue of their ignorance, 
beliefs, values, and habits turn their family life and home into an 
unfriendly, unpleasant and at times unbearable experience. Thus, 
when a boy leaves his home he makes an attempt to avoid an unpleasant 
experience. 
Let us examine another situation. Supposing a student disrupts 
a class to get attention from his teacher or classmates or both and 
the teacher in order to deal with the student effectively halts the 
class. The teacher chose what he thought was punlshmen^ but thfi-
effects were counterproductive. Since the attention was what the child 
wanted, punishment in this situation became rewarding, and the disrup-
tion will very likely occur again. In this example the student's 
undesirable behavior has been reinforced by the teacher, even though 
the teacher or for that matter parents may not be aware of the unin-
tended consequences of their behavior. One must examine, therefore, 
the way consequences are linked to the behavior being corrected. 
Punishment was found to be one of the most frequently used methods 
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of control by delinquents' parents. It may not be such a bad deter-
rent when used appropriately. But at the same time one must also 
reward the individual appropriately and consistently for his desirable 
behavior. What happens in reality, however, is quite the opposite. 
The child is punished for misbehaving and rarely or inconsistently 
rewarded for his desirable behavior. This sort of handling keeps the 
child from discrimination learning and makes him perhaps more confused 
and emotionally frustrated. It is like producing "experimental 
neurosis" in the child by restricting his range of activities and 
choice. One boy may sustain these tensions, but the frustration pat-
tern of another boy coming from a different family may not be able to 
sustain these tense situations and may very likely react undesirably. 
Let us consider another example of parents' inconsistent behavior. 
A child may begin to throw temper tantrum because of his emotional 
arousal and frustration, and that behavior may be maintained at first 
by positive material rewards, and may also persist even in the face 
of occasional punishment simply because no alternative behavior achieves 
this kind of parental attention. Discussing the implications of re-
search on intermittent reinforcement for undesirable behavior Salzinger 
(1968) states: "The intermittent reinforcement literature tells us 
the mother and/ or father most likely serves all the better, for its 
inconsistency, to produce stable abnormal behavior in the child. The 
fact that the mother tries very hard not to give in to the child 
having a temper tantrum, but gives in some of the time, is of course 
the very paradigm which maintains the behavior she is trying to 
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eliminate.... the fact that conditioning is more rapid than extinc-
tion is what makes the intermittent schedule a good candidate for the 
production of abnormal behavior" (p. 6). 
Our results and the results obtained by the Gluecks (1950) and 
Wilson (1958) clearly indicate that the family environment in which 
the delinquent and nondelinquent boys grew up were markedly different. 
Family environment of delinquent boys was obviously less conducive to 
the wholesome rearing of children. Their families suffered self-
respect, their ambitions were low, relationship between parents were 
awfully bad, and their supervision of children and provision for their 
(boys') recreational activities were of extremely low quality. Affec-
tional relationship between the parents and the delinquent boys was 
found to be extremely poor. Delinquent boys, far more than nondelin-
quent boys, were less attached to their parents, and in their estimate 
their parents were not concerned about their welfare. These unhealthy 
situations could very well produce and maintain a number of unwanted 
behaviors in these children. 
As regard the boy's behavior in school and community, the same 
behavioral principles could be applied in these situations too. 
Social behavior, however, can best be explained in terms of "social 
learning". Its general principles have been developed by Skinner 
(1953) and further developed and applied by Bandura and Walters (1963), 
Ullman and Krasner (1969), Homme et al.(1963), and Patterson (1968, 
1969, 1970, 1971). Social learning, both prosocial and asocial, 
takes place between individuals or individual and a situation. 
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Children, for example, produce or change their parents' behavior just 
as parents bring about changes or produce new behavior in their 
children. 
Discussing social learning and behavioral rehearsal, Kanfer and 
Phillips (1970) make this observation: "In clinical work it often 
appears that a patient's neurotic behavior patterns are related to 
similar maladaptive behaviors he has observed in parents or other 
models. Many a child has been admonished by a teacher for exhibiting 
language or manners acquired by observation of a father's behavior 
in the privacy of his home. More serious disruption occurs when a 
child adapts an ineffectual, 'sick' method of coping with stress, such 
as pleading illness or using assaultive violence, after observing 
successes with this method in siblings and parents. The problem is 
often defined as such outside the home. The family may tolerate, and 
thus sustain, these behaviors, but other social groups may punish 
them. Clinicians also note that many actions, originally learned 
by peer group observation, turn into nonadjustive behavior when they 
are no longer acceptable in a broader social community. The acquisi-
tion of delinquent behaviors in institutions, clubs, or in any 
situation that permits observation of these skills and that rewards 
their performance is an excellent example of tiie opposite consequences 
for the same behavior in different circumstances. Yet the frequency 
of exposure and the personal importance of the group make a juvenile 
a better imitator of behavior of his friends than of the standards of 
of conformity vaguely provided by adult society" (p. 191). 
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The preceding discussion revolved around learning theory princi-
ples, but the emphasis was on reinforcement principles as they relate 
to our environment. No apparent reference was made to inner systems 
or inner causes, as emphasized by the personality theorists. "The 
practice of looking inside the organism for an explanation of behav-
ior has tended to obscure the variables which are immediately available 
for a scientific analysis. These variables lie outside the organism, 
in its immediate environment and in its environmental history.... 
The objection to inner states is not that they do not exist but that 
they are not relevant" (Skinner, 1953, p. 31, 35). 
Social events or environmental variables function as positive or 
negative or neutral reinforcers. Hypotheses regarding constitutional 
or psychodynamic origins of pathological behavior have been disputed 
by those who believe that it is the social reinforcers that produce 
and maintain the behavior. Patterson, Littman, and Bricker (1967) 
demonstrated that aggressive and assertive behaviors in children are 
operants. They maintain that the behaviors (consequences) produced 
in their victim, e.g., compliance, crying, defensive posture or retal-
iation can maintain or weaken the aggressive behavior in these children. 
Laboratory studies (Hinsey et al., 1961; Lovaas et al., 1963; Walters 
et al., 1964) have further demonstrated that aggressive behaviors can 
be controlled by social reinforcers. They also demonstrated a signif-
cant relationship between aggressive behaviors produced in the 
laboratory and those taking place in a natural setting. 
Behavior therapists of both classical and operant conditioning 
92 
persuasion generally agree that maladaptive behavior is a learned 
behavior. They disagree, however, as to how a behavior is produced 
and maintained. In contrast to reinforcement position, followers of 
classical conditioning (Eysenck, 1957; Eysenck and Rachman, 1965; 
Eysenck, 1963; Lader and Wing, 1966; Lynn and Eysenck, 1961) maintain 
that "behavior disorder represents a failure of conditioning process 
to occur which would produce socially desirable habits (or) where 
they may have taken place a type of positive, repetitive conditioning 
which is contrary to the rules and laws of the country in question" 
(Eysenck and Rachman, 1965, pp. 7-8). Examples of the latter group 
are sociopaths and homosexuals. Based on Pavlov's theories of corti-
cal inhibition and excitation Eysenck has also developed his own 
theory of introversion and extraversion. Being a theorist, Eysenck 
offers different etiologies for different pathological behaviors which 
have not been empirically substantiated yet. But what surprises his 
critics most is that he still talks about some of the most ambiguous 
and misleading terms, such as introversion-extraversion, neurosis, 
psychosis, sociopathy, and homosexuality, etc. What Eysenck over-
looks is the fact that whatever the physiological deficiencies, the 
law of producing, maintaining and eliminating behavior is the same -
same functional processes that affect all behavior. Ferster (1965) 
accepts Eysenck's postulate as a possible but unproven cause. He and 
other behaviorists believe that behavior becomes symptomatic when it 
fails to achieve the desired consequences of a given cultural envir-
onment . 
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"The milieu specifies the behaviors potentially available to an 
individual in contact with it. An individual's environment might be 
thought of as an infinite variety of response keys, all of which are 
set to produce a reinforcer or avoid an aversive stimulus if — and 
only if — the individual's repertoire contains the required behav-
ioral items.... The use of milieu as a standard of reference provides 
a classification system that is cross-culturally general, because it 
does not refer to specific items of behavior or specific environmental 
practice. Two entirely different repertoires from two entirely 
different cultures might, for example, have in common that all the 
performances in the repertoires are maintained by positive reinforce-
ment, and that the individual's repertoires are the maximum that 
could be maintained by such environments. Conversely, various items 
of behavior may be absent because of the absence of a history of the 
experiences that were necessary in order to approximate a complex 
form by slow stages; or because the particular schedule of reinforce-
ment currently maintaining the performance reduced the disposition 
to engage in the performance. Such an evaluation of the discrepancy 
between the actual repertorie of an individual and the potential 
behavior supported by the individual's milieu does not depend upon 
the particular performance that is evaluated.... The basic processes 
by which behavior is strengthened, weakened, maintained, extinguished, 
put under stimulus control, and so forth, can provide a frame work 
for specifying the relation between the individual's existing reper-
toire and the milieu portentially available to him" (Ferster, 1965, 
pp. 12-13). 
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The foregoing discussion on the etiology of delinquency clearly 
suggests that even though the two groups were thoroughly matched on a 
number of variables, their environmental conditions were found to be 
significantly different. The difference once again supports the hypo-
thesis that behavior operates on the environment and it has consequences. 
The operant and respondent behaviors occur together in an individual's 
everyday behavior, and they interact in extremely intricate ways. 
The relationship between behavior and its consequences determine 
the frequency, intensity, duration, and the form of behavior as well 
as its relationship to many features of the environment. It is the 
reinforcement contingencies that are of primary importance in pro-
ducing various behaviors. The undesirable behavior is produced (or 
learned) and maintained both in nonsocial situations that are rein-
forcing or discriminative and through social interactions (social 
learning) in which the behavior of the other person is reinforcing or 
discriminative. Thus the learning of a delinquent behavior, including 
specific attitudes,criminal techniques, and other similar behaviors, 
is a function of the effective and available reinforcers, the existing 
reinforcement contingencies, and the individual's repertoire con-
taining the required behavior items - history of experiences. On the 
other hand, there is not enough evidence to believe that individuals 
exhibiting abnormal behaviors would have certain personality charac-
teristics that others would not possess (see discussion on personality 
characteristics). In fact, the reification of abnormal or undesir-
able behavior as a function of pathological personality still remains 
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unsupported by any consistent research. Personality theorists who 
emphasize on the psychopathology of the individual just do not take 
sufficient cognizance of the fact that a learning process must take 
place before the personality of the individual can be established 
and before his actions come to include the violations of existing 
social norms. 
The dynamic school, by looking too much into feelings, concerns, 
and psychodynamics, ignores large hunks of extremely valuable data, 
called behavior. Although the case history data in the present study 
were essentially exploratory in nature and not intended for func-
tional analysis of behavior, they do suggest situations (environ-
mental conditions of delinquents and nondelinquents) where behavior 
actually occurs or is made to occur. On the other hand, most dynam-
ically oriented investigations attempting to find the exact antecedents 
of behavior are too far removed from the situations where the behavior 
actually occurs. Instead, the emphasis is on symbolic interpretation 
(rational and intuitive in nature) of both the pathology and the 
environment. Opponents have reasonably argued that in an attempt to 
overcome the failure to obtain a functional relationship at the level 
of the data, researchers in clinical psychology have become involved 
in theory. ' 
In conclusion, the definition of pathological behavior and laws 
of behavior, we believe, await functional analysis. Because such a 
method is capable of analyzing behaviors in empirical rather than 
theoretical terms. 
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Discussion of Patterns 
(Characteristics) of Personality 
Statistical analysis of one hundred delinquent and one hundred 
nondelinquent Rorschach records revealed that there was no signifi-
cant difference between two groups' personality characteristics. 
The only difference between them was that one was delinquent and the 
other was not. Ackerman (1971) made a successful attempt to cross 
validate twenty hypotheses investigaged over a period of thirty 
years. These hypotheses claimed to differentiate alcoholics from 
nonalcoholics using the Rorschach. His results were extremely dis-
appointing — nineteen of the twenty hypotheses yielded insignificant 
differences. Discussing the technical flaws in the previous studies, 
Ackerman makes this observation: "while it is reasonable to expect 
difference between alcoholics and schizophrenics, labeling these 
signs as descriptive of an alcoholic personality per se is dubious 
at best.... Over the past several decades methodological improve-
ments that have led to the rejection of previously stated erroneous 
hypotheses" (p. 226). 
Sophisticated methodologies include not only improved experi-
mental designs and better statistical treatment of the data but also 
new theories, techniques and procedures to assess personality. In 
fact, the focus of attention has been sharply shifted from "tradi-
tional" to "behavioral" approach to personality assessment. Most 
of the personality tests, including Rorschach test, were devised 
to assess personality and the underlying psychodynamics of the 
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individual. These conceptualizations of human functioning are very 
much dependent upon one's own theoretical orientation. Therefore 
the personality characteristics revealed by these tests are "inferred" 
characteristics, sometimes based on one theory of personality and 
often times a combination of several theories of personality. 
Personality theorists and psychodynamically oriented psychologists 
believe that consistencies in behavior (i.e., patterns of traits) 
exist within a range of situational variables. In addition to that, 
clinical psychologists who developed these tests assumed that such a 
theory of personality had some validity. Accumulating evidence, how-
ever, indicates that these tests as used lacked empirical validity 
and even reliability (Kanfer and Phillips, 1970; Mischel, 1968; 
Pervin, 1970; Loevinger, 1957; Jessor and Hammond, 1957). The 
selection of tesf items and the empirical validity of personality 
theories have been seriously questioned, because: "...most approaches 
to personality still remain largely separated from developments in 
behavior theory and experimental research.... Progress in the area of 
personality psychology and assessment has been hindered by the failure 
to apply relevant principles about the conditions that produce, main-
tain, and modify social behavior. The principles that emerge from 
basic research too often have not been seen as directly relevant to 
the understanding of the determinants of test responses in the clinic 
or to the assessment project" (Mischel, 1968, pp. 1-2). 
The problem of traditional assessment of personality is further 
complicated when one looks into the inconsistent interpretation of 
98 
test responses. The interpretative meaning given to any test response 
may be influenced by two possible methods (Hase and Goldberg, 1957; 
Loevinger, 1957), namely intuitive and empirical. The difference between 
the two methods is obvious. The Intuitive approach may involve "... 
informal rationale with few explicit theoretical assumptions or may 
involve more formal deduction from theory. In using the empirical 
approach, on the other hand, the interpretative significance of test 
responses is derived solely from the empirically established relation-
ship between test and external criteria" (Goldfried and Kent, 1972,p.411). 
Despite the fact that Rorschach signs lack empirical confirmation, 
clinicians tend to hold on to their own interpretation of the test, 
whether valid or invalid. As a result, five different clinicians, for 
example, can interpret the same Rorschach sign in possibly five different 
ways. (See Ogdon's Psychodiagnostics and Personality Assessment; A 
Handbook, 1967.) Chapman and Chapman (1969) selected 20 possible Ror-
schach signs (used by Wheeler, 19A9) indicating homosexuality and asked 
experienced psychodiagnosticians to determine which of these signs re-
flected male homosexuality. Incidently, some of these signs had been 
validated. The results showed that most clinicians preferred to pick 
up only those signs that they thought (on a rational intuitive basis) 
were best representing homeosexuality, e.g., "buttocks". Interestingly 
enough none of them selected those signs that had actually been em-
pirically validated. 
Still another basic problem in interpreting test responses is that 
of sufficient sampling of individual's personality characteristics 
(MacFarlane and Tuddenham, 1951; Murstein, 1961). Insofar as projective 
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techniques, sampling of the subject's personality characteristics is 
determined by the subject's own responses to the test situation, which 
obviously differs from subject to subject, the investigator cannot be 
certain that enough data have been obtained (Murstein, 1961). Since 
the sampling procedure emphasizes the empirical relationship between 
individual's characteristics and external criteria (actual behavior), 
most projective and objective tests just do not meet that kind of re-
quirements, specially when there is a control group and subjects are 
carefully selected and matched. 
The traditional approach to personality assessment assumes that 
test response can best be interpreted as an indication of some under-
lying personality traits. What is actually missing in this approach 
is that subject's responses to a simulated situation do not represent 
his actual responses to his real life situations — the most direct 
approach to behavioral sampling. To top it all off, the process of 
categorizing or scoring the responses is also based on intuition and 
inference. 
The basic underlying assumption that a high degree of consistency 
in behavior exists across a wide variety of stimulus situations regardless 
of situational change are faulty at best. "The real trouble is that it 
has not worked well enough, andudespite the huge volume of literature 
it has stimulated, it seems to lead to a dead end" (Vernon, 1964, p.239). 
Psychodynamic orientation seems to focus its attention on the 
personality characteristics the individual "has" and not what he "does" 
in a given situation. In contrast, the behavioral approach places a 
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lot of emphasis on the individual's previous social learning history 
and the present environmental variables and consequences of the 
behavior under study. The chances that a person would perform in a 
given way largely depends on the nature of the situation and the rein-
forcement potential a situation contains (Wallace, 1966; Endler and 
Hunt, 1966, 1969; Mischel and Ebbesen, 1970; Moos, 1969). Reviewing 
the experimental studies on consistency of personality variables, 
Mischel (1968) concludes: "... behaviors which are often construed 
as stable personality trait indicators actually are highly specific 
and depend on the details of the evoking situations and the response 
mode employed to measure them" (p. 37). 
The traditional tests of personality, specially projective tests, 
do not present an adequate stimulus situation, however reliable they 
may be. For instance, in order to measure anxiety of a subject, 
the clinician using the traditional approach does not operationally 
define the situations that actually provoke anxiety and does not employ 
any measure to measure anxiety, such as its intensity, frequency, and 
duration. The behavior in question is not directly and specifically 
related to the simulated test situation and its scoring system. The 
crucial question of content validity, therefore, still remains 
unanswered. 
Sundberg and Tyler (1962) suggest that a clinician actually makes 
an attempt to develop a "theory of a person" which involves inferences 
too far removed from the data and most dependent upon his orientation 
and experience. In fact, Rorschachers are advised to develop their 
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own individual baselines as to "... how much or how little shading, 
color, form or movement is to be considered unusual" (Schafer, 1956, 
p. 28). 
A number of studies have compared the predictive accuracy of 
several projective and objective techniques and self rating. Wallace 
et al., (1963), for example, found that the correlation between 
criterion and self rating on achievement, hostility, somatic concern, 
religious concern averaged .57, and the average correlations for the 
other tests were .05 for Rorschach, .08 for the TAT, and .14 for RISE 
test. Several other studies (Carroll, 1952; Campbell and Fiske, 1959; 
Hase and Goldberg, 1967) using different tests reported similar re-
sults. Cronbach (1956) makes this remark about the traditional 
approach and its prediction process: "Assessment encounters trouble 
because it involves hazardous inferences. Very little inference is 
involved when a test is the sample of the criterion or when an 
empirical key is developed. Simple test interpretations involve 
inference from test to construct to behavioral prediction. But 
assessors attempt a maximum inference from tests.... Assessors have 
been foolhardy to venture predictions of behavior in unanalyzed sit-
uations, using tests whose construct interpretations are dubious and 
personality theory which has more gaps than solid matter" (pp.173-174) 
What the preceding discussion really suggests is this. Attempts 
cer-tala 
to empirically demonstrate the presence of/personality characteris-
tics in delinquent and nondelinquent boys or other diagnostic groups 
have been unsuccessful. There are perhaps two possible reasons. 
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First, researches suggest that the Rorschach may be an effective 
clinical technique but not a psychometricmethod. That is, individual 
clinician may find it useful and may meaningfully use his findings 
to fit into his theoretical model of personality. But the "... 
method (Rorschach) has neither the advantage of a theory worthy of a 
name nor, with certain exception, adequately designed research" 
(Wittenborn, 1967, p. 25). Secondly, the rapidly changing concept 
of personality, ever increasing understanding of personality pathology, 
and new behavioral approaches to personality assessment and its treat-
ment have forced psychologists of all persuasion to question the 
clinical as well as empirical validity of personality theories and 
tests based on these theories. Researches in learning theory, on 
the other hand, have demonstrated the fact that all behavior is 
of one groop 
learned and that personality traits or characteristics/can 
be and have been commonly found in other diagnostic groups as well. 
The ineffectiveness and futility of personality tests, partic-
ularly the Rorschach and the MMPI, can be seen in Euros' (1970) exten-
sive review of personality tests. In it he has pointed out the 
"sterility" of research on the Rorschach and the MMPI. Almost 3,747 
references on the Rorschach technique, according to Euros, have not 
been able to generate a body of knowledge that would generally be 
accepted by competent psychologists. As a result, projective tests 
and their once widespread use has been declining sharply. Of all the 
references on personality tests, projective tests shared 20 percent 
in 1939, 66 percent in 1951, and back to 24 percent in 1967. In 
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fact the Sixth Mental Measurement Yearbook published in 1965 con-
tains only three reviews on the Rorschach. 
It seems obvious then that personality tests just do not meet 
the rigorous scientific standards demanded by experimentally oriented 
psychologists and their research designs. It would not be inappro-
priate to say that unless these tests and their theories demonstrate 
empirical validity, their already diminishing use in clinical and 
research setting is destined to become a thing of the past. Because 
psychodynamic theories of personality and personality tests have more 
hypothetical propositions about psychopathology and personality 
assessment than proven principles. 
As pointed out in the Introduction section, behavioral approaches 
based on learning theory principles have a lot more to offer, as far 
as assessment of maladaptive behavior and its successfully effec-<-
tive treatment. Functional analysis of behavior, because of its 
objectivity and empirical validation, holds a promising future. To 
repeat, it explains how a behavior is produced, maintained, and elim-
inated in a scientifically verifiable manner. Behavioral techniques 
offer not only a verifiable theory but also the programmatic applica-
tion of the research proven to be useful. These successful experiences 
are being shared by all those professionals concerned with behavioral 
deficits. These professionals are making a difference. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY OF RESULTS AND CONCLUSION 
The findings of the case history proforma can be summarized as 
follows. Delinquents and nondelinquents and their families were 
radically differentiated on a number of environmental variables. 
The two groups differed significantly insofar as breadwinners 
in their families and the nature of emplojmient of these breadwinners. 
Among the families of nondelinquents the main breadwinners were 
mostly fathers, while a sizable number of delinquents' families had 
son or sons working too. Odd jobs were held significantly more fre-
quently by delinquents' families, while more skilled workers and 
public servants came from nondelinquents' families. 
As far as history of emotional and physical problems of the 
parents of delinquents and nondelinquents, some remarkable differences 
were noted. Delinquents' fathers were significantly more alcoholic 
than nondelinquents' fathers. Delinquents' fathers had also more 
incidence of physical ailments of some sort than nondelinquents' 
fathers. Mothers of both groups, however, could not be differentiated 
except for emotional problems; and more delinquents' mothers had 
emotional problems than nondelinquents' mothers. 
Eight different qualities of family life were investigated. 
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Delinquents tended to show significantly less respect for their 
families than nondelinquents. On the other hand, families of non-
delinquents were found to be generally more ambitious (to improve 
their status or that of their children) than their counterparts. 
The relationship between parents of nondelinquents was much better 
than delinquents' parents. And the supervision of children was found 
to be better in the homes in which the nondelinquents grew up. Delin-
quent boys tended to feel that their parents cared less about their 
(boy's) welfare and recreational activities. 
More delinquents than nondelinquents felt that their parents were 
hostile, indifferent, and unsympathetic towards them. Disciplinary 
measures taken by delinquents' parents were harsher and more frequently 
used than nondelinquents' parents. 
In terms of their attitudes toward their school, far more delin-
quents than nondelinquents tended to dislike their school for one reason 
or another. Delinquent boys were reported to have misbehaved in school 
at an earlier age than nondelinquent boys. And the incidence of mis-
behavior in school among delinquent boys was significantly higher than 
nondelinquent boys. Insignificant differences were noted, however, 
between experimental and control groups on the following personality 
characteristics: sensitivity, daydreaming, unsociability, easy dis-
couragement, bashfulness, suspicious behavior, and depression. 
Another situation where sharp differences between delinquents and 
nondelinquents were noted was the community. Majority of delinquents 
left their homes once or more than once because of their delinquencies. 
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Far more delinquents than nondelinquents tended to participate in 
adventurous activities, e.g., stealing, truancy, picking pockets, 
drinking, etc., etc. More delinquents than nondelinquents went to 
see movies as frequently as seven or more times a week. A signif-
icantly large number of delinquents preferred distant places and river 
banks as their favorite play places, whereas more nondelinquents chose 
their own homes as their favorite play places. Delinquents had fewer 
friends than nondelinquents; and far more delinquents than nondelin-
quents had delinquents as their companions. Delinquents in contrast 
to nondelinquents tended to have friends who were older in age than 
they were. 
The results of the analysis of the Rorschach records can be 
briefly summarized by saying that 26 of the 28 major Rorschach scoring 
categories yielded insigificant differences. The average number of 
Rorschach responses (Rs') for the delinquent group was found to be 
13.56 and for the nondelinquent group 14.04. 
Slimming up the findings of the study, insofar as they involve 
differences between delinquents and nondelinquents, it can be said 
that compared with nondelinquents, delinquents' environmental condi-
tions (family, home, health of parents and their attitudes and 
practices, school, community, and companions) were found to be non-
conducive and inadequate. On the other hand, the two groups could 
not be differentiated on the basis of their personality characteristics, 
as revealed by their Rorschach records. 
The results of the study support the previously mentioned 
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hypothesis that a person's behavior is a function of environmental 
conditions and that the behavior is shaped and maintained by its conse-
quences. Since most previous studies have concentrated on the role 
of psychodynamic theory and its relation to the etiology of delinquency, 
they have tended to overlook the empirical validity of the theory it-
self. That is one of the reasons why these researches have not produced 
any consistent results. The present study, however, by not following 
any particular theoretical model of personality, distinguishes itself 
in two ways. First, the data have been interpreted as objectively as 
possible. Secondly, an alternative approach to study delinquency and 
other undesirable behavior has been offered. 
The findings of the present study and their interpretation are 
meaningful if viewed quite apart from a Freudian interpretation and 
are viewed from the point of view of learning theory (operant condi-
tioning) and functional analysis of behavior. We believe the findings 
presented in the study are not in conflict with such an approach to 
personality assessment. We also believe that the results of the study 
clearly demonstrate the need for conducting further research into 
various aspects of delinquency by identifying significant features of 
behavior and of environment. Whilst not claiming that this has been 
exhaustively done in the present study, at least an effort has been 
made in this particular direction. In fact, the present study was 
merely an exploratory endeavor, but one that has the virtue of being 
objective and reproducible. 
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CASE HISTORY PROFOEMA FOR DELINQUENT 
AND NONDELINQUENT BOYS 
(To be filled in by the Examiner) 
Name 
Religion 
Residence 
School 
Occupation 
Parent's or Guardian's Occupation 
Crime Section 
Medical Examination Report 
Remarks 
Age 
Class 
Education 
Income 
Mohammad Hamid 
Research Fellow 
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HOME CONDITIONS 
1. Type of neighborhood In which boy lives: 
2. Crowding of house; (a) Occupants per room ( ); 
(b) Number of rooms ( ). 
3. Length of residence in the neighborhood: (a) Since birth ( ) 
(b) 3 years or more ( ) 
4. Economic condition; (a) Comfortable ( ); (b) Marginals ( ); 
(c) Dependent ( ). 
5. Bread winner in the family; 
6. Nature of employment of the bread winner: 
7. Parental makeup of home (bov with): (a) Both own parents 
(b) One own parent (c) One own, one step 
(d) Both step parents or guardians 
SETTING OF FAMILY LIFE 
1. History of diseases of parents: (a) Serious physical ailments (F/M), 
(b) Mental retardation (F/M), 
(c) Emotional disturbance (F/M), 
(d) Drunkenness (F/M), (e) Criminality (F/M)j 
2. Formal schooling of parents: (a) Both had none, 
(b) One or both attended the school, 
(c) One or both completed high school. 
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QUALITY OF FAMILY LIFE 
1. Self-respect of family; (a) Marked, (b) Slight, (c) None 
2. Ambitiousness of family; (a) Marked, (b) Slight, (c) None 
3. Relations of parents; (a) Good, (b) Fair, (c) Poor 
4. Dominant parent; (a) Mother, (b) Father, (Neither) 
5. Usual occupation of mother; (a) Housewife, (b) Employed regularly 
outside home, (c) Employed occa-
T 
sionally outside home. 
6. Supervision of children by mother; (a) Suitable, (b) Fair, 
(c) Unsuitable, (d) No supervision. 
7. Family group recreation; (a) Often, (b) Occasional, (c) Never. 
8. Attitude of parents regarding entertainment of children's friends 
at home; 
(a) Warm, (b) Indifferent, (c) Inhospitable 
THE BOY IN THE FAMILY 
1. Number of children in family; (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), (7), 
(8), (9), ( ). 
2. Rank of boy among sibs;; out of , only ( ). 
3. Affection of parents for boy; (a) Warm.(F) (M) even though over-
protective, 
(b) Indifferent (F) (M), 
(c) Hostile or rejectlve (M) (F). 
4. Affection of sister and brother for boy; (a) Boy a favorite, 
(b) Boy normally acceptable, 
(c) Boy regarded with difference, 
(d) No affection at all. 
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5. Boy's estimate of parents' concern for his welfare: (a) Good (M) (F), 
(b) Fair (M) (F), (c) Poor (M) (F) . 
6. Parents' discipline of boy: (a) Lax (M) (F), (b) Overstrlct (M) (F), 
(c) Erratic (M) (F), (d) Firm but kind 
(M) (F), (e) Any other 
(M) (F). 
7. Method of control of boy by parents: (a) Physical punishment 
(M) (F), 
(b) Deprivation of privileges (M) (F), 
(c) Threatening or roding (M) (F), 
(d) Reasoning (M) (F), (e) Forgiving 
(F) (M), (f) Ignoring (M) (F) . 
BOY IN THE SCHOOL 
1. Age of boy first entered in school: 
2. Attitudes toward school; (a) Favorably inclined, (b) Indifferent, 
(c) Markedly disliked? (d) Any other 
3. Reasons for marked dislikes of school: 
4. School misbehavior: Age when first misbehaved 
5. Some characteristics of misbehavior: Disobedience, dlsorderliness 
in class, defiance; crude; rudeness; 
quarrelsomeness, bullying, domineering, 
destructive of school materials etc., 
other 
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6. Some characteristics of withdrawing behavior: (a) Lack of Interest 
In school work, (b) Inattention, 
(c) Easy discouragement, (d) Unhapplness, 
depression, (e) Dreaminess (f) Temper 
tantriom, (g) Unsociability, (h) Shyness, 
(1) Sensitiveness, (j) Suspiciousness. 
THE BOY IN THE COMMUNITY 
1. Departure from home; (a) Left home, (b) Never left home, (c) Age 
first left . 
2. Reasons first left home: 
3. Household duties: (a) Regular, (b) Occasionally, (c) None. 
4. Recreational activities; (a) Adventurous, (b) Active, non-com-
petltlve, (c) Competitive, 
(d) Non-active, (e) No preference. 
5. Movie attendance: (a) How many times in a week ( ), Any 
particular type of picture 
Any picture. 
6. Adventurous activities: 
7. Play places: (a) Street corners, (b) Distant neighborhoods, 
(c) Vacant lots, (d) Waterfronts, (e) Railroad yards, 
(f) Pool rooms, (g) At home, (h) Play grounds, 
(1) Any other . 
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8. Companions; (a) Gang, (b) Few friends, (c) Crowds, (d) Delinquents, 
(e) Nondelinquent, (f) Predominantly older/younger, 
(g) Same age, (h) Boys only, (i) Some girls, (j) No 
companion, 
9. Visit to religious places: (a) Regular, (b) Occasional, (c) Never, 
(d) Reasons if any . 
Definitions and SignlfIcance of Various Variables 
Included in the Case History Proforma 
Crowding of House 
/ 
Crowding of house may cause loss of privacy with resulting social 
and emotional problems. 
Length of Residence in the Neighborhood 
This variable was picked up for matching the two groups. Mobility, 
however, does create difficulty for the child to adjust himself to the 
new neighboring environment. 
Economic Condition of the Family 
Comfortable; those who do not need any help from any other source 
due to lack of their income or because of unplanned expenditure. 
Marginal: those who occasionally need financial help for their low ' 
income and/or due to their inadequate planning. Dependent; those 
who cannot pull on their families without taking loan or being helped 
by others. 
Parental Make Up of Home 
Possible effects of parental make up of home, specially when 
parents are separated, divorced, or dead, have been regarded as impor-
tant factors towards delinquency and emotional problems. 
Nature of Employment of the Breadwinners 
Nature of employment or occupation determines the economic and 
social stktus of the family. It also determines the time given by the 
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parents to their children. Sometimes because of their parents' occupa-
tion children (specially in India) feel inferior and uncomfortable. 
History of Disease of Parents 
The excess of serious physical ailments, mental and emotional 
problems, drunkenness, etc. among parents is reflective of their lesser 
capacity to cope successfully with the problems of family. Because of 
this low capacity they may have adverse effects upon children and their 
behavior. 
Formal Schooling of Parents 
Parents' education has unquestionably been considered to have a 
direct bearing upon the very development of children. 
Self Respect of the Family 
Respect of the family by the boy reflects his relation with his 
family, its possible effects on his present and future behavior, and 
also the cohesiveness of the family life. 
Ambitiousness of the Family 
High; to improve their socio-economic status; intention to move 
upward; have adequacies in their house for their children and better 
education for their childre. Moderate; simply wanting to improve 
their social and economic standards. Poor; simply not caring to 
change their present social and economic status. 
Relations between Parents 
Good: parents who are compatible, understand each others problems 
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and have no undue quarrelling. Fair; usually good relations but 
with frequent misunderstandings and quarrelling. Poor; more frequent 
quarrelling and maladjustment and unusual mutual agreements and 
relations. 
Dominant Parent 
Dominant parent, whosoever, and his/her personality is bound to 
influence his/her children's attitude, behavior and his personality 
make up. 
Usual Occupation of Mother 
Mother's occupation usually determines the amount of time and the 
quality of care the child may receive from his mother. 
Supervision of Children 
Suitable; close watch of children; fair understanding of their 
problems; better handling from emotional point of view; caring for their 
recreational activities. Unsuitable; occasional or poor supervision; 
no insight into their problems; neglecting their emotional and recrea-
tional needs. Fair; parents who occasionally closely watch their 
children; sometimes understand, sometimes do not understand their 
(children's) problems and care less than regular about their recrea-
tional needs. 
Family Group Recreation 
Family group recreation reflects family's cohesiveness. Also 
indicates the desire to cooperate and communicate with each other and 
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influence each other's behavior in a positive manner. 
Attitude of Parents toward Boy's Friends 
Favorable: parents who encourage their boy's friendship and also 
encourage them to bring their friends at homes but keep an eye on their 
activities. Indifferent; parents who neither encourage nor take any 
particular interest in their boy's friends. Unfavorable; parents 
who not only discourage but dislike their boy's friends coming at their 
homes. 
Number of Children in the Family 
Number of children has been considered to affect not only the 
economic condition of the family but also the quality and quantity of 
the care children receive from their parents. Proper clothing and 
schooling of children is also affected by the number of children in 
the family. 
Rank of Boy among Sibling 
It has been generally believed that only children, first children, 
or youngest children are specially vulnerable to the development of 
behavior difficulties, because they receive preferential treatment. 
Affection of Parents for Boy 
Affection of parents for their boy is an indicator of their inter-
personal relationships and their attitudes towards each other. Affec-
tion or lack of it would indicate how (positively or negatively) they 
influence each other's behavior. 
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Affection of Siblings for Boy 
Relationship between sister and brother and between brother and 
brother may determine the boy's relative strength and status among 
siblings. The treatment the boy receives from other siblings may 
well influence his behavior towards other children. 
Boy's Estimate of Parents Concern for his Welfare 
Much concerned; affection, education, discipline, recreation, 
care about his health, etc. Normal: occasional concern for the above. 
Less concerned: less than occasional concern for the above and much 
emphasis on discipline. No concern; no concern at all for any of the 
above, no emphasis on discipline either. 
Parents' Discipline of Boy 
Lax; do not care what their boy does and do not care who disci-
plines their boy. Parents who do not care much to discipline their 
children. Much strict; always emphasize on discipline and always 
rebuker. their boy whether right or wrong. Normal; parents who bother 
to ask their boy before they take any disciplinary actions, parents who 
also care to appreciate their boy's right kind of behavior. Inconsis-
tent; parents who sometimes punish and discipline their boy for his 
wrongdoing and sometimes do nothing at all, do not care much to distin-
guish between their boy's right and wrong behavior. 
Method of Control of Boy by Parents 
Corporal Punishment; parents who resort to physical punishment in 
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disciplining their boys. Reasoning; parents who make an effort to 
reason out things with their boys, who make verbal communication as 
a means to reach their boys. Threatening: parents who threaten 
their boys that they would call the police, kick them out of the house, 
or put him in a reformatory or severely punish them, etc. Forgiving: 
parents who occasionally forgive their children for their minor mis-
behaviors. Deprivation of privileges; parents who deprive their 
children of their food, pocket expenses, restrict their outside 
activities or just deprive them of their normal activities. Ignoring; 
parents who in order not to reinforce their children's undesirable acts 
simply ignore them because they think children do so for their un-
divided attention. 
Age of the Boy When First Entered School 
Sometimes dislike for school is also due to the fact that the boy 
is either overage or underage. As a result of this, he may fail to 
have a good adjustment. Or sometimes repeated scolding of the teacher 
irritates the boy and he begins to feel inadequate as he is older than 
others. 
Number of Schools Attended 
Frequent change of schools causes adjustment problems. It might 
also reflect their (children's) disinterest and distraction of atten-
tion from their studies. 
Attitude toward School 
This could reflect the boy's adjustment situation in school, his 
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relationship with his teachers and classmates and his interest and 
progress in his studies. 
Reasons for Marked Dislike for School 
Lack of interest in studies; boys who feel that somehow they do 
not have enough interest in their studies or particular subjects. 
Feeling of inadequacy; those who feel that they are poorer in studies 
and social status or feel they are overage and underachievers. Low 
mental capacity; those who feel that their IQs are lower and therefore 
cannot quite understand what is going on in their classes or just can 
not grasp the subject. Strict teacher; those who dislike their schools 
because^to them/their teachers are much too strict and believe in strict 
disciplinary actions. 
Age of the Boy When First Misbehaved in School 
This may indicate the boy's previous experience infterms of his 
early training and the extent of maladjustment problems he has had 
before. This would also indicate how much the new situation (school) 
is reinforcing the boy's previously learned or newly acquired behavior. 
Some Characteristics of Misbehavior in School 
This would further clarify the kinds of misbehavior that commonly 
take place in this situation, or how well the boy has been trained to 
respect others and in turn be respected by others. It would also indi-
cate that environmental reinforcers were potentially available to make 
these behaviors occur. 
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Some Charcterlstlcs of Boy's Withdrawing Behavior 
Since withdrawal behaviors are generally regarded as characteris-
tics of personality, it was decided to compare the differences between 
the two groups on each of these characteristics. However, these 
withdrawal behaviors were to signify the boy's retreat from objective, 
external reality and interpersonal relationships into a world of his 
own, in order to avoid the anxiety caused by interpersonal relationships. 
Departure from Home and Age When First Departed 
Departure in general would indicate the family environment, envi-
ronment in the school and the community that would force a boy to leave 
his home. The age of departure should reflect the extent of his frustra-
tion and also the tolerance level of the boy.'s family for his undesirable 
behavior. 
Reason Boy First Left Home 
Delinquency; includes behaviors that his family or community dis-
approve of or those behaviors that necessitate legal actions. Runaway; 
those who ran away alone or with their friends just for the fun of it 
or to avoid intolerable family situations and tensions. Broken home: 
those who left their homes because their broken homes did not fulfil 
their expectations and they found their homes undesirable. Because of 
jobs; those who had to leave their homes because of the nature or 
requirement or place of their jobs. 
Household Duties 
This would reflect the boy's attitude toward sharing his family's 
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responsibility and helping others when in need. It also indicates a 
desire on the part of the boy to learn to accept responsibility and 
develop trust and self-confidence. 
Preference for Recreational Activities 
An indicator of what behaviors (and where) are more likely to be 
accepted or rewarded. Usually the recreational activities are performed 
in a group situation that may control the boy's behavior. 
Adventurous Activities 
These activities indicate the undesirable behaviors, including 
illegal behaviors, that the boys have been generally engaged in. Based 
on some of these undesirable behaviors, delinquent boys were brought 
before the court of law. 
Movie Attendance 
Cinema houses and theaters have been considered places where 
usually undesirable behaviors are reinforced. And the frequency of 
movie attendance may Indicate the amount and degree of positive rein-
forcement available there. 
Play Places 
Choice of play places indicates the environment and situations 
where children may have the freedom of doing things on their own and 
at the same time have the kind of companions who would share their 
experiences with them. Play places also indicate the potential 
environmental reinforcers available there. 
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Boy's Companions and Their Age 
The boy would like to have company of those people who would 
approve of his attitudes and behaviors. In other words, his compan-
ions positively reinforce his behaviors and activities. Peer's 
approval is believed to be a powerful reinforcer. As long as his 
peers have the right kind of positive reinforcers available, the boy 
would keep seeking their company. 
Visit to Religious Places 
Since religious and moral values in India still play a dominant 
role in controlling the individual's behavior, it was decided to 
observe the Influence of these values on children. How much children 
believe in these values largely depends on how well parents have in-
jected these values in them and how much do they (parents) believe in 
them (indicated by the frequency of their visits to religious places). 
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I. BASIC RELATIONSHIPS: Main Responses Only 
Total Responses 
Total Time 
Average Time per Response 
Average Reaction Time: 
Achromatic Cards (I, IV, V, VI, VII) 
Chromatic Cards (II, III, VIII, IX, X) 
R. 
T . 
T / R . 
FK + F + Fc 
R 
A + Ad 
R 
(H + A) : (Hd + Ad) 
Popular Responses P 
Original Responses O 
FC + 2CF + 3C sum C 
M : sum C 
{FM + m) : (Fc + c + C ) 
Responses to Cards VIII + IX + X 
R 
W : M 
sec. 
sec. 
sec. 
sec. 
F% 
% 
A % 
II. SUPPLEMENTARY RELATIONSHIPS: Main -
M : FM 
M : (FM + m) 
FK + Fc 
F 
(Fc + cF + c + C + C F + F C ) : 
(FC + CF + C) 
(FK + Fc + Fk) : (K + KF + k + kF + c + cF) 
FC : (CF + C ) 
III. M A N N E R O F A P P R O A C H 
- Add. 
2 
Main Responses 
No. Add. 
Scores No. 
Actual 
7o 
Expect. 
% 
W 20-30 
D 45-55 
d 5-15 
Dd + S < 10 
IV. ESTIMATE O F 
INTELLECTUAL 
LEVEL 
Capacity 
Efficiency 
S U C C E S S I O N 
Rigid 
Orderly — -
Loose 
Confused 
VI. F O R M LEVEL S U M M A R Y 
Average Unv/eighted F L R _ 
Average Weighted F L R _ 
LOCATION CHART 
IV 
1.. 
VII VIM 
IX 
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Categories 
Table - 1 
R (Response) 
R Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High R 12 18 
Low R 84 76 
Total 96 94 
Median =18.5 chi-square - 1.574 P =<-30 
Table - 2 
Cards VIII + IX +X% 
VII+IX+X % Delinquent Nondelinquent 
< 30% 21 17 
30 - 40% 51 60 
> 40% 24 17 
Total 96 94 
chi-square = 2.291 P =<.50 
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Table - 3 
P (Popular response) 
p Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High P 20 31 
Low P 76 63 
Total 96 94 
Median =3.0 chi-square = 3.502 P = <.10 
Table - 4 
0 (Original response) 
0 Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High 0 09 13 
Low 0 87 81 
Total 96 94 
Median =3.5 chi-square = 0.920 P = <-50 
Table - 5 
W% (Whole response) 
W% Delinquent Nondelinquent 
< 20% 31 26 
20 - 30% 22 27 
> 30% 43 41 
Total 96 94 
chi-square = 0.880 p = <. 70 
Table - 6 
D% (Large usual details) 
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D% Delinquent Nondellnquent 
< 45% 46 39 
45 - 55% 30 27 
> 55% 20 28 
Total 96 94 
chi-square = 2.047 p = <.50 
Table - 7 
d% (Small usual details) 
d% Delinquent Nondelinquent 
< 05% 55 61 
05 - 15% 30 27 
> 15% 11 06 
Total 96 94 
chl-square = 1.980 p =<.50 
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Dd+S% 
Table - 8 
(Unusual details and space) 
Dd+S% Delinquent Nondelinquent 
< 10% 32 39 
> 10% 64 55 
Total 96 94 
chi-square = 1.334 P = <.30 
Table - 9 
F (Form) % 
F% Delinquent Nondelinquent 
< 20% 02 11 
20 - 50% 19 15 
> 50% 75 68 
Total 96 94 
chi-square - 8.629 p =<.02 
M 
Table - 10 
M (Human movement) 
Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High M 09 16 
Low M 87 78 
Total 96 94 
Median =3.0 chi-square = 02.463 p = <. 20 
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Table - 11 
FM (Animal movement) 
FM Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High FM 11 14 
Low FM 85 80 
Total 96 94 
Median = 3.5 chi-square = 0.502 P = C 5 0 
Table - 12 
m (Inanimate movement) 
m Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High m 10 11 
Low m 86 83 
Total 96 94 
Median =2.0 chi-square = 0.089 p =<,.80 
Table - 13 
k (Shading response) 
k Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High k 00 00 
Low k 06 00 
Total 00 00 
chi-square 
not computed 
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Table - 14 
K (Shading responses) 
K Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High K 07 05 
Low K 89 89 
Total 96 94 
Median = 1.5 chi-square = 00.323 P = C 7 0 
Table - 15 
FK (Shading responses) 
FK Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High FK 05 08 
Low FK 91 86 
Total 96 94 
Median = 2.5 chi-square = 00.799 p = <.50 
Table - 16 
Fc (Differentiated texture response) 
Fc Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High Fc 05 09 
Low Fc 91 85 
Total 96 94 
Median = 1.0 chi-square - 1.304 p =<.30 
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Table - 17 
c (Undifferentiated Texture response) 
c Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High c 00 00 
Low c 00 00 
Total 00 00 
chi-square not computed 
Table - 18 
C (Achromatic Color response) 
C Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High C' 05 09 
Low C 91 85 
Total 96 94 
Median = 3.0 chi-square - 01.304 p = <.30 
Table - 19 
FC (Form-Color response) 
FC Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High FC 05 11 
Low FC 91 83 
Total 96 94 
Median =2.5 chi-square 02.477 p = <.20 
Table - 20 
CF (Color-form response) 
146 
CF Delinquent Nondellnquent 
High CF 07 08 
Low CF 89 86 
Total 96 94 
Median = 1.5 chi-square = 0.087 p = ^.80 
Table - 21 
C (Pure color response) 
C Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High C 06 06 
Low C 90 88 
Total 96 94 
Median = 1.0 chi-square = 0.017 p =<.90 
Table - 22 
A% (Animal response) 
A% Delinquent Nondelinquent 
< 20% 20 15 
20 - 35% 32 29 
> 35% 44 50 
Total 96 94 
chi-square = 1.136 P = <.70 
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Table - 23 
H (Human response) 
H Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High H 08 17 
Low H 88 77 
Total 96 94 
Median = 6.0 chi-square = 3.998 P = <.05 
Table - 24 
Hd (Part of Human Figure) 
Hd Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High Hd 07 11 
Low Hd 89 83 
Total 96 94 
Median = 6.5 chi-square = 1.036 p =<.50 
Table - 25 
N (Nature Response) 
N Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High N 09 05 
Low N 87 89 
Total 96 94 
Median =2.0 chi-square = 1.179 P =<.30 
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Table - 26 
Geog. (Geography response) 
Geog. Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High Geog. 17 10 
Low Geog. 79 84 
Total 96 94 
Median = 3.0 chi-square = 1.945 p = <.20 
Table - 27 
Sex (Sex response) 
Sex Delinquent Nondelinquent 
Eigh Sex 05 11 
Low Sex 91 83 
Total 96 94 
Median =1.5 chi-square - 2.554 < . 2 0 
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Anat. 
Table - 28 
(Anatomical response) 
Anat. Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High Anat. 06 10 
Low Anat. 90 84 
Total 96 94 
Median ^ 1.0 chi-square - 1.181 P = <-25 
Ob i • 
Table - 29 
(Object response) 
Obi. Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High Obi. 14 09 
Low Ob.i. 82 85 
Total 96 94 
Median =5.5 chi-square = 1.095 p =<.30 
Table - 30 
do. (Cloud response) 
Clo. Delinquent Nondelinquent 
High Clo. 11 19 
Low Clo. 85 75 
Total 96 94 
Median = 2.0 chi-square = 2.734 p =<^.10 
